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ABSTRACT 
 
First Grade Teachers’ Perceptions of the Five Strands of Effective Reading 
Instruction and Their Possible Influence on Daily Instructional Practices 
 
by  
 
Nghia Nguyen 
 
Dr. Jeffrey Gelfer, Doctoral Committee Chair 
Professor of Special Education 
University of Nevada, Las Vegas 
 First grade teachers play a critical role in shaping the foundation for early literacy 
skills acquisition of primary students. Past research studies have indicated that primary 
students whose teachers followed the Big 5 Ideas to teach reading had higher reading 
abilities when compared to other students. The purpose of this current research was to 
address a gap in the literature by examining first grade teachers’ perceptions of the Big 5 
Ideas, their levels of knowledge of the literacy concepts, the frequency with which these 
teachers use their knowledge of the Big 5 Ideas, and the possible influence of the use of 
the Big 5 Ideas on their routine reading instructional practices. A mixed methodology of 
cross-sectional and observational design was used in this research, which consisted of 
two phases. Phase One was conducted using a developed questionnaire that was 
composed of necessary components of the Big 5 Ideas in reading instruction to be 
completed by the 780 selected first grade teachers. Quantitative data were collected 
through an established online survey company (Qualtrics) and analyzed using descriptive 
statistics, one-way multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA), and one-way analysis 
of variance (ANOVA). Phase Two was completed using a developed observational 
checklist and visual analysis (i.e., five research assistants observed and collected 
qualitative data from five selected first grade classrooms).  
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 The findings related to Phase One of this research indicated: (a) universal 
agreement on the importance of implementing the Big 5 Ideas in daily reading 
instruction, (b) relatively adequate levels of knowledge of the Big 5 Ideas of all first 
grade teachers, (c) relatively high percentage of implementation of the Big 5 Ideas during 
daily reading instruction, (d) no statistically significant differences between first grade 
teachers’ perceptions of the Big 5 Ideas and their degree types, number of years teaching, 
or types of licensure, (e) statistically significant differences in first grade teachers’ 
implementation of the Big 5 Ideas based on the number of literacy courses taken during 
teacher preparation programs for phonics, vocabulary, and fluency, and (f) no statistically 
significant differences in first grade teachers’ implementation of the Big 5 Ideas based on 
the number of literacy courses taken during teacher preparation programs for phonemic 
awareness and comprehension.  
 The findings related to Phase Two of this research revealed that there were strong 
relationships between the observed first grade teachers’ (e.g., teacher one and teacher 
five) perceptions of the Big 5 Ideas and their actual implementation of the Big 5 Ideas. 
Conversely, there were weak relationships between these teachers’ (e.g., teacher two, 
teacher three, and teacher four) perceptions of the above five strands of effective reading 
instruction and their daily observed reading instructional practices.  
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CHAPTER ONE 
INTRODUCTION 
The acquisition of literacy skills in primary grades is a complex process; therefore, 
teaching knowledge and strategies should be acquired and implemented in a way that 
captures the variation and intricacy of skills required for these complex tasks. As noted 
by Adams (1990), there should be a systematic approach to reading instructional 
practices if our goals as researchers, educators, and parents are to improve reading skills 
and develop long-lasting interest in reading for students. Since the passage of the No 
Child Left Behind Act of 2001, appropriate reading instruction to alleviate reading 
deficits in primary grades has been the main focus of reading research studies (Fehr et al., 
2012; McMaster, Fuchs, & Fuchs, 2007; Meisinger, Bloom, & Hynd, 2010; Mesmer, 
2005; Morrow, 2001; Morrow, 2012; Pullen, Lane, Lloyd, Nowak, & Ryals, 2005; 
Simpson, 2005; Stichter, Stormont, & Lewis, 2009; Thames et al., 2008; Yeh, 2003). An 
early report of the National Research Council (1998) identified three fundamental 
problems in the acquisition of required reading skills in primary grades: (a) difficulties in 
understanding and using phonics to gain fluent and accurate word reading skills, (b) a 
failure to obtain early literacy skills and needed strategies for the comprehension of 
written text, and (c) the absence of the initial motivation to read. Based on thirty years of 
research, the National Reading Panel (2000; 2012) currently supports five strands of 
effective reading instruction (phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary, and 
comprehension) to address these three fundamental problems. These five strands are 
known collectively as the Big 5 Ideas.  
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The purpose of this study was to examine first grade teachers’ perceptions of their 
levels of knowledge in literacy concepts and development in terms of the Big 5 Ideas and 
the possibility of their influence on actual daily instructional practices. The details of this 
chapter were addressed in the following order: (a) the five strands of effective reading 
instruction, (b) beginning reading instruction, (c) classroom instructional practices, (d) 
statement of the problem, (e) research questions, (f) significance of the study, (g) 
limitations, (h) definitions of terms, and (i) summary. 
The Five Strands of Effective Reading Instruction 
In 1997, the National Reading Panel (NRP), comprising a group of reading experts, 
was called upon by the United States Congress to closely examine the necessary elements 
of effective literacy instruction in response to increasing reading deficits in primary 
grades (NRP, 2000; 2012). As a result, the NRP agreed upon and finalized five strands of 
effective reading instruction: (a) phonemic awareness, (b) phonics, (c) fluency, (d) 
vocabulary, and (e) comprehension. First, phonemic awareness involves the ability to 
focus on and manipulate individual sounds in spoken words. As suggested by Burke, 
Burke, and Crowder (2006), phonemic awareness instruction should be emphasized in 
kindergarten and first grade. By the middle and toward the end of first grade, students 
should be able to read connected text. Second, phonics refers to the ability to match 
sounds to letters and use this knowledge in reading. Third, fluency involves the ability to 
read connected text with speed and accuracy. Fourth, vocabulary refers to the ability to 
understand and use words. Olson and Gee (1991) concluded that young readers usually 
have difficulties understanding daily reading because of their lack of word recognition in 
print. Fifth, comprehension involves the ability to acquire meaning from text.   
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The above five components of effective reading instruction represent a 
developmental collection of skills that young children should be taught in order to be able 
to read effectively. According to Storch and Whitehurst (2002), there is a strong 
correlation between code-related skills and oral language. Code-related skills (print 
knowledge, print concepts, and phonological awareness) and oral language have a 
significant impact on reading abilities in terms of reading comprehension during the early 
elementary years (Storch & Whitehurst, 2002).  
Beginning Reading Instruction 
As stated by federal and state laws, all students are entitled to receive adequate daily 
academic reading instruction (Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act 
of 2004; New York State Education Department, 2012; No Child Left Behind Act of 
2001). Lonigan (2006) has suggested that acquiring the ability to read and write is a key 
developmental milestone in a literate society. Young children who learn to read earlier 
have the better chance at succeeding in later reading of other academic content areas. 
Successful reading instruction in primary grades starts with classroom teachers being able 
to recognize the possible characteristics or contributing factors. Denton, Foorman, and 
Mathes (2003) found seven fundamental characteristics of classrooms with exceptional 
reading achievement: (a) positive social environment, (b) strong instructional leadership, 
(c) increased amount of reading instructional time, (d) high expectations and 
accountability, (e) on-going monitoring of students’ reading progress, (f) on-going 
professional development of effective reading strategies, and (g) parental involvement. 
Although knowledge of the development of reading has been expanding for the past 
thirty years, it was only in the past twenty years that reading-related skills or 
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developmental perspective of early literacy before children start school became the focus 
(Sulzby & Teale, 1991). As noted by Sulzby & Teale (1991), this developmental 
perspective of emergent literacy skills emphasizes that vocabulary acquisition, concept of 
print, environmental print, alphabetic skills, phonological and phonemic awareness, and 
shared book reading are necessary for a preferable outcome in the early years of learning 
to read for young children.  
As part of effective reading instruction, the National Reading First Assessment 
Committee decided that school-wide early literacy assessment systems should include 
literacy assessment tools to achieve four purposes: screening, progress monitoring, 
diagnosis, and measurement of students’ reading progress (Johnson, Jenkins, Petscher, & 
Catts, 2009; Kame’enui, 2002). First, the process of screening allows teachers to identify 
which students in their classes are at risk so that appropriate instruction planning and 
intervention can be implemented. Second, the purpose of progress monitoring is for 
teachers to make sound decisions of whether or not the students are making adequate 
progress in terms of meeting grade-level reading results. For those students who are not 
making noticeable progress, teachers could then use the progress monitoring data to make 
changes in their instruction. As noted by various studies, periodic or formative evaluation 
should be based on systematic progress monitoring that includes graphing of reading 
progress to guide teachers in terms of decision-making in daily instruction (Coyne & 
Harn, 2006; Fuchs & Fuchs, 1986; Fuchs & Fuchs, 2008; Johnson et al., 2009). The third 
tool of early literacy assessment, diagnosis, differs from screening and progress 
monitoring in that assessments used for this purpose should match different students’ 
literacy abilities. Thus, teachers are able to become effective in terms of designing and 
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planning their instruction. Lastly, measurement of students’ reading progress is needed to 
assess students’ outcomes. Coyne and Harn (2006) concluded that strengths and 
weaknesses in specific literacy skills areas must be identified in measurement. It is 
critical to note that this last tool should not be a surprise to teachers and administrators. 
Instead, this final measurement should serve as a confirmation of the results of teachers’ 
ongoing screening, progress monitoring, and diagnostic assessment.  
In today’s complex and demanding educational environments, the ability to read is 
one of the most important skills for all students to achieve. Acquiring the necessary 
reading skills is a prerequisite for the success of all other aspects in students’ daily 
learning. Coyne, Kame’enui, and Simmons (2004) emphasized the importance of literacy 
skills in kindergarten and first grade as the foundation for the appropriate development of 
subsequent reading skills and learning strategies. Further, other research studies have 
indicated that reading instruction in classrooms that build upon the suggested five strands 
of effective reading instruction tend to gain much more preferable results in terms of 
reading growth (Bowman & Trieman, 2004; Cambourne, 2002; Fehr et al., 2012; 
Foorman & Torgesen, 2001; Meisinger et al., 2010; McIntyre, Protz, & McQuarrie, 2008; 
Mesmer, 2005; Piasta, Connor, Fishman, & Morrison, 2009; Snow, Burns, & Griffin, 
1998; Stichter et al., 2009; Thames et al., 2008; Torgesen, 2004; Yeh, 2003).  
Classroom Instructional Practices 
For the last two decades, efforts have been made by various researchers to identify 
effective reading instructional practices such as: (a) strategies to maximize instructional 
time in the classroom, (b) student engagement during instruction, (c) opportunities to 
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respond, and (d) instructional time spent on related topics (Stichter et al., 2008). Recent 
research studies have also indicated that specified instructional techniques such as 
explicit or direct teaching, differentiated instruction, teacher behaviors, and primary 
teachers’ knowledge of literacy concepts have an influence on students’ reading 
performances (Pullen et al., 2005; Piasta et al., 2009). According to Piasta et al. (2009), a 
number of primary teachers have not acquired the appropriate levels of knowledge in 
language, literacy concepts, and literacy development. This lack of knowledge has a 
direct link to their daily reading instructional practices. For instance, Piasta et al. (2009) 
noted a noticeable increase in students’ decoding abilities when their teachers were 
knowledgeable in literacy concepts and frequently used explicit or direct reading 
instruction in their classrooms. Moreover, according to Rupley, Blair, & Nichols (2009), 
direct teaching should become an important part of teaching the five major strands of the 
reading process.  
Researchers (Fillmore & Snow, 2000; Moats & Lyon, 1996; Mraz, Padak, & 
Rasinski, 2008) have emphasized specialized classroom knowledge in literacy concepts 
and the thorough understanding of the subsequent progress of literacy gains as the 
foundation of effective reading instruction. Several studies have indicated that teachers’ 
knowledge of language, literacy development, and literacy concepts was inadequate 
(Mather, Bos, & Babur, 2001; Piasta et al., 2009; Stichter et al., 2009; Troyer & Yopp, 
1990). For instance, during their daily reading instruction in primary classrooms, teachers 
tend to overestimate their levels of knowledge in literacy in terms of lesson planning and 
progress monitoring of students’ reading performance (Cunningham, Perry, Stanovich, & 
Stanovich, 2004). In general, various researchers have agreed that teacher preparation 
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programs alone would not guarantee that teachers possessed the necessary knowledge of 
early reading concepts and proper instructional practices. Researchers (Moats & 
Foorman, 2003; Spear-Swerling & Brucker, 2004) have suggested that proper and 
periodic professional development could alleviate the above concern so that teachers 
would acquire the necessary skills in teaching reading. Further, Bos, Mather, Narr, & 
Babur (1999) demonstrated that students’ gains in letter-sound correspondence, spelling, 
and fluency skills increased when their teachers received professional development 
trainings that focused on literacy content knowledge.  
Effective classroom instruction involves various contributing factors. For students 
who are at risk for reading difficulties, a conceptual framework that consisted of three 
dimensions can be used by public school teachers as a guideline to consider and plan for 
their daily reading instruction: (a) content of instruction or what to teach, (b) delivery of 
instruction or how to teach, and (c) timing of instruction or when to teach (Coyne, Zipoli, 
& Ruby, 2006). First, Coyne et al. (2006) suggested that teachers should consider 
modeling their reading instruction around the Big 5 Ideas. The Big 5 Ideas serve as the 
fundamental components or concepts that guide teachers in determining what to teach in 
beginning reading lessons; however, the Big 5 Ideas alone should not be considered 
sufficient during the reading instruction process. During the second stage, teachers should 
decide which strategies (direct/explicit, small group, whole group, differentiated 
instruction, and scaffolding) should be used during instruction to meet the individual 
needs of each student. Third, teachers should have reading goals, scheduled and 
sequential instruction, and a monitoring system in place so that they can precisely know 
when to teach particular reading skills. In addition, following this third component of the 
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theoretical framework allows teachers to periodically evaluate both students’ outcomes 
and teaching effectiveness.  
Statement of the Problem 
First grade teachers play an important role in shaping the necessary foundation for 
early literacy skills. Their knowledge of literacy concepts and literacy development could 
affect their daily instructional practices (Lonigan, 2006; Piasta et al., 2009). Gandy 
(2002) emphasized the need to understand teachers’ perceptions in terms of why they use 
certain instructional techniques and other materials to teach their students. Coyne et al. 
(2004) stated the importance of literacy skills in kindergarten and first grade as the 
building blocks for the proper development of subsequent reading skills and learning 
strategies.  
In the past few decades, most studies have been focused on student outcomes but 
neglect to examine the levels of teachers’ knowledge of literacy concepts and their effects 
on daily instruction (Piasta et al., 2009). Evidently, students whose teachers used or 
followed the above five strands to teach reading had higher reading abilities when 
compared to others (Bowman & Trieman, 2004; Cambourne, 2002; Connor, Jakobsons, 
Crowe, & Granger, 2009; Connor, Morrison, & Katch, 2004; Fehr et al., 2012; Foorman 
& Torgesen, 2001; McIntyre et al., 2008; Piasta et al., 2009; Snow et al., 1998; Torgesen, 
2004). However, no evidence-based research has examined first grade teachers’ 
perceptions of the Big 5 Ideas, their knowledge of the Big 5 Ideas, and their possible 
influence on actual daily instructional practices (Piasta et al., 2009). Therefore, a need 
exists for researchers and practitioners to examine the gap between first grade teachers’ 
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perceptions of effective reading instruction and how often they follow best practices 
based on the Big 5 Ideas in their daily reading planning and instruction. With the aim of 
addressing this gap, the following research questions were the focus of this study.  
Research Questions 
1. What are first grade teachers’ perceptions of the Big 5 Ideas in effective reading 
instruction? 
2. What are first grade teachers’ levels of knowledge of the Big 5 Ideas? 
3. How often do first grade teachers use the Big 5 Ideas during their actual daily 
teaching practices? 
4. Is there a difference in first grade teachers’ perceptions of the Big 5 Ideas based 
on degree types, number of years teaching, or types of licensure? 
5. Is there a difference in first grade teachers’ implementation of the Big 5 Ideas 
based on the number of literacy or reading courses taken during their teacher 
preparation programs? 
6. Is there a relationship between first grade teachers’ perceptions of the Big 5 Ideas 
and their actual implementation of the Big 5 Ideas? 
Significance of the Study 
According to the National Center for Education Statistics (1999), 40% of fourth 
grade students in the United States had below grade level reading abilities. From 1999 to 
2011, reading scores for fourth grade students did not significantly change, increasing 
only 4 points increase from 217 to 221 out of 500. As illustrated in the National 
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Assessment of Educational Progress (National Center for Education Statistics, 2011) 
report, there was not a noticeable shift in terms of reading improvements for fourth 
graders during the last decade (NCES, 2011). In terms of primary students’ reading 
difficulties, Torgesen (1998) concluded that it was rare for students to be able to catch up 
in their reading abilities when they were struggling in reading during the early years. 
Students at risk for reading difficulties should be determined to receive systematic and 
evidence-based instruction in their day-to-day reading lessons (Foorman, 2007).  
Recent studies have indicated that students acquired higher levels of reading abilities 
by having teachers who strictly followed and implemented the five strands of effective 
reading instruction in their daily teaching (Bowman & Trieman, 2004; Cambourne, 2002; 
Connor et al., 2004; Connor et al., 2009; Fehr et al., 2012; Foorman & Torgesen, 2001; 
McIntyre et al., 2008; Meisinger et al., 2010; Piasta et al., 2009; Snow et al., 1998; 
Torgesen, 2004). Further, during their recent study on the impact of first grade teachers’ 
knowledge of literacy concepts and development, Piasta et al. (2009) demonstrated the 
noticeable gains in word-reading of students of teachers who have acquired adequate 
training in both knowledge and implementation of the Big 5 Ideas throughout their daily 
teaching lessons.  
Given no previous research in the area of first grade teachers’ perceptions of their 
own knowledge of the five effective strands of reading instruction, their actual teaching 
practices using the above five reading components, and the identified importance of early 
literacy skills acquisition in primary grades, this study is necessary (Mather et al., 2001; 
Piasta et al., 2009; Troy & Yopp, 1990). This study will assist in determining how 
frequently first grade teachers use their knowledge of literacy concepts (Big 5 Ideas) in 
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their daily reading planning and instructional practices. Since kindergarten and first grade 
adequate reading skills acquisition are the fundamental building blocks for subsequent 
literacy learning (Coyne et al., 2004), this study can provide the initial interpretation of 
how first grade teachers’ knowledge of effective reading instruction of the five strands 
could affect their daily instructional practices and  possibly impact students’ reading 
abilities. In terms of practical implications, first, administrators and teachers in public 
schools could use the results of this study to make necessary instructional changes and 
focus on how often teachers (across grades) use their literacy knowledge, particularly the 
5 Big Ideas, in their daily instructional planning and practices; thus, students’  reading 
outcomes could possibly be improved. Second, for those teachers who need the required 
literacy knowledge of the Big 5 Ideas, this study provides insight into how principals 
could assure additional professional development training on this needed area for 
teachers. Third, a similar study can be conducted to examine the perceptions and 
knowledge of the five reading strands of teachers from various grade levels as well as the 
impact on their daily instructional practices. Lastly, additional studies could focus on 
replicating this study in various counties and states in the United States in addition to the 
southwest county examined in this study.  
Limitations 
 A number of limitations need to be mentioned. First, experts in survey research have 
suggested that survey research yield a return rate of at least 50% -70% or higher in order 
to effectively use the responses in the data analysis process; however, the reality of 
response rates of any survey research is unpredictable and lower (Babbie, 1990; Fowler, 
2009; Pett, Lackey, & Sullivan, 2003). Second, although 780 first grade teachers 
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participated in the survey part of the study, only five of these teachers’ classrooms were 
chosen for the observation portion of the study. Specifically, during this initial study, the 
administrator and five first grade teachers of this elementary school agreed to participate 
in the observations. This limited sample size might have an effect on the interpretation of 
the results since these five first grade teachers’ perceptions and knowledge of the five 
strands of effective reading instruction (the Big 5 Ideas) might not be representative of 
the population of first grade teachers. Third, in addition to the survey responses of other 
775 first grade teachers, the responses from the above five first grade teachers (survey 
and observations during five days of reading instruction) might not indicate the actual 
perceptions and knowledge of the five strands of reading instruction or the actual 
instructional practices since the five research assistants were present in their classrooms. 
Fourth, this study was conducted in only one county of a southwestern state. The results 
may not be representatives of the entire state or of any other states in the United States. 
Definitions of Terms 
Phonemic Awareness 
The ability to focus on and manipulate individual sounds in spoken words (National 
Reading Panel, 2000).  
Phonics  
The ability to match sounds to letters and use this knowledge in reading and spelling 
(National Reading Panel, 2000).  
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Fluency 
The ability to read connected text with speed and accuracy (National Reading Panel, 
2000). 
Vocabulary 
The ability to understand and use words (National Reading Panel, 2000). 
Comprehension 
The ability to acquire meaning from text (National Reading Panel, 2000). 
Big 5 Ideas or Five Effective Reading Components/Strands 
 The Big 5 ideas include: (a) phonemic awareness, (b) phonics, (c) fluency, (d) 
vocabulary, and (e) comprehension (National Reading Panel, 2000). 
Literacy Concepts  
This specialized knowledge includes understanding of the general developmental 
steps in literacy learning, knowledge of the alphabetic principal of phonological 
awareness and phonics, and knowledge of specific reading comprehension strategies and 
how to teach vocabulary and fluency (Piasta et al., 2009).  
Code-Related Skills  
Skills that include print knowledge, print concepts, and phonological awareness 
(Storch & Whitehurst, 2002). 
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No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB)  
First proposed and passed by Congress during the administration of President George 
W. Bush, NCLB supports standards-based education reform that set high standards and 
established measurable goals in assessments and outcomes of students in public schools 
in basic skills. Periodic assessment was the condition for the federal funding of each state 
(McMaster et al., 2007).  
National Research Council (NRC)  
National research council is a private, non-profit organization that provides expert 
advice on the most concerning issues or challenges in the United States and abroad. NRC 
produces reports and other scientific activities that help to shape policies as well as 
inform the general public (National Research Council, 2012). 
National Reading Panel (NRP) 
 The NRP is a panel of leading reading experts that was called upon by the United 
States Congress to examine and assess the current evidence-based knowledge on reading 
and reading instructional practices to teach students in public schools (National Reading 
Panel, 2012). 
Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act of 2004 (IDEIA) 
 The Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act is a reauthorization of 
the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA). IDEIA focuses on the 
accountability of teachers’ instructional practices, increased parental involvement, 
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flexibility, and the use of research-based practices by teachers, states, and various school 
districts (New York State Education Department, 2012).  
National Center for Education Statistics (NCES)  
The National Center for Education Statistics is a main federal organization for 
collecting and analyzing educational data (NCES, 2011; 2012).  
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP)  
National Assessment of Educational Progress produces the nation’s report card. Its 
purpose is to let the general public know about the academic achievements of elementary 
and secondary students in the United States. NAEP is sponsored by the Department of 
Education. Periodic assessments have been made in a variety of subject areas such as: 
reading, math, science, writing, US history, civics, geography, and other subjects since 
1969. NAEP collects and reports data on academic achievements at the national, state, 
and district levels (of certain assessments). Their results are also being disseminated 
through national and local media (NCES, 2011; 2012).  
Targeted Sampling  
Targeted sampling is one of the common sampling methods that offers the researcher 
the opportunity to select the participants using certain criteria (Salkind, 2009).  
Observation 
 An orderly approach in taking notes and recording every single detail in an 
environment that is chosen for a particular study (Marshall & Rossman, 2006).  
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Institutional Review Board   
An institutional review board is usually a panel of individuals within a public 
institution or private agency that has the authority to determine whether or not a 
particular study has any potential harms or harmful effects to the chosen participants 
(Salkind, 2009).  
Reliability  
One of the properties in the research process that is used to examine whether or not 
an instrument or an intervention can be used, repeated, and interpreted across researchers 
and various scenarios (Field, 2009).  
Content Validity  
 One of the measures used by researchers to determine how well the items represent 
the entire universal of items (Salkind, 2009).  
Limitations 
 Limitations are factors that have a direct effect on the results of the study or the 
interpretation of the study. The researchers usually have little or no control over these 
limitations (Baron, 2008).  
Delimitations 
 Delimitations are also factors that affect the study over which the researchers have 
a certain amount of control (Baron, 2008).  
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Summary 
Various studies concluded that primary students’ reading growth was directly 
correlated with teachers’ instructional practices (Connor et al., 2004; Connor, Morrison, 
& Slominski, 2006; Piasta et al., 2009). For preferable reading outcomes, beginning 
reading instruction should be provided with daily lessons that follow the five effective 
reading instruction components, include adequate levels of teachers’ knowledge in 
literacy concepts, and involve explicit instruction (Bowman & Trieman, 2004; 
Cambourne, 2002; Foorman & Torgesen, 2001; NRP, 2000; McIntyre et al., 2008; Piasta 
et al., 2009; Pullen et al., 2005; Snow et al., 1998; Torgesen, 2004).  
Other research studies have shown that primary students gained higher reading skills 
when their teachers were knowledgeable in literacy concepts and occasionally used one 
or more of the five strands of effective reading instruction to teach daily reading (Connor 
et al., 2004; Connor et al., 2009; McIntyre et al., 2008). Recently, many studies have 
focused on student reading outcomes but have neglected to further examine teachers’ 
knowledge of literacy concepts and its effects on daily instruction (Piasta et al., 2009). 
Furthermore, no evidence-based research has focused on first grade teachers’ perceptions 
of the Big 5 Ideas, their knowledge of the Big 5 Ideas, and their possible influence on 
daily actual instructional practices. The purpose of this study was to examine first grade 
teachers’ perceptions of their levels of knowledge in literacy concepts and development 
in terms of the Big 5 Ideas and the possibility of its influence on actual daily instructional 
practices. The results of this study will have practical implications for administrators, 
teachers, and future studies as indicated in the Significance of the Study section of this 
chapter.  
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The subsequent chapters of this study are presented in the following order. Chapter 2 
presented detailed and related literature reviews of the Big 5 Ideas, effective beginning 
reading instruction, primary teachers’ literacy knowledge, and instructional practices. The 
procedures and methodology for this study are described thoroughly in Chapter 3. 
Finally, Chapters 4 and 5 presented a detailed interpretation of the results, conclusions, 
practical implications, and possible recommendations of this study.  
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CHAPTER TWO 
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 
 Numerous scientific studies focused on primary students’ reading skills 
acquisition, and the required adequate literacy knowledge or training of teachers in 
reading instruction, have increased significantly within the last several decades (Fehr et 
al., 2012; McMaster et al., 2007; Meisinger et al., 2010; Pullen et al., 2005; Simpson, 
2005; Stichter et al., 2009; Swerling, Brucker, & Alfano, 2005; Thames et al., 2008). In 
an attempt to alleviate reading difficulties in early grades and expedite noticeable reading 
growth, it was suggested and finalized by the NRP (2000) that the Big 5 Ideas or 5 
strands of effective reading instruction (phonemic awareness, alphabetic principle or 
phonics, fluency, vocabulary, and comprehension) be used in daily reading instruction in 
public schools.   
As noted in chapter one, the majority of past and recent studies have emphasized 
student outcomes in reading rather than examining primary teachers’ perceptions and 
knowledge of literacy concepts and their possible influence on daily reading instruction 
(Piasta et al., 2009). Gandy (2002) suggested that researchers and practitioners 
understand teachers’ perceptions, and their rationale for using certain instructional 
techniques to teach their students. Further, McIntyre et al. (2008) stated that it was 
critical to examine teachers’ perceptions and their direct impact on students’ growth in 
reading skills acquisition. Coyne et al. (2004) concluded the acquisition of proper literacy 
skills in kindergarten and first grade as a necessity for the development of subsequent 
reading skills in later grades.  
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 The purpose of this chapter is to summarize past and recent related literature on 
literacy concepts and reading-related instruction. The details of this chapter will be 
addressed in the following order: (1) search procedures of related literature, (2) criteria 
for selection of past and current studies on reading instruction, (3) the five strands of 
effective reading instruction, (4) effective beginning reading instruction,(5) classroom 
instructional practices, and (6) summary of all related literature.  
Search Procedures of Related Literature 
 In addition to a list of textbooks and recent national report in reading (Adams, 
1990; Morrow, 2001; Morrow, 2012; Mraz et al., 2008; NCES, 2011; Newton, Padak, 
Rasinski, 2008; Padak & Rasinski, 2008; Rasinski & Padak, 2008; Zimmerman, Padak, 
& Rasinski, 2008) used in this study, an orderly search of past and current literature from 
various computerized databases was completed. The following databases were examined 
by the author: (1) Education Resource Information Center (ERIC), (2) Academic Search 
Premier, and (3) Google Scholar. The descriptors the author used during the search 
process were: reading instruction, reading in primary grades, reading instructional 
practices, big 5 ideas, phonemic awareness, alphabetic principle, phonics, vocabulary, 
fluency, comprehension, five strands of effective reading instruction, reading , first grade 
reading, teaching reading, primary grade reading, effective reading instruction, first grade 
and reading, reading and big 5 ideas, classroom instructional practices, and effective 
beginning reading instruction. In addition, the author also examined and used the 
reference lists of studies located through databases as additional resources during the 
related literature search. 
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Criteria for Selection of Related Literature on Reading Instruction 
First, various studies were used for this review when (a) results were published 
from 2000 to 2012, (b) study participants were students of primary grades (Pre-K to 5), 
(c) reading instruction and reading instructional practices were the main focuses, (d) 
results indicated there were differences in students’ reading outcomes with the 
implementation of the Big 5 Ideas, (e) any of the Big 5 Ideas were included in the studies, 
and (f) primary grade teachers’ levels of literacy knowledge were discussed. Second, 
studies were excluded for this study when (a) results were published before 2000, (b) 
participants were students of higher grade levels (6-12), (c) contents did not discuss the 
impacts of primary grade teachers’ levels of literacy concepts and development on 
students’ reading outcomes, and (d) studies did not include or examine the effectiveness 
of the five strands of effective reading instruction. 
The Five Strands of Effective Reading Instruction 
 Learning to read is one of the most critical skills for students in primary grades to 
acquire in order to perform well in all other subjects in schools (Mraz et al., 2008). The 
acquisition of required early literacy concepts begins with adequate literacy training of 
classroom teachers to support their understanding of evidence-based components of 
effective reading instruction. As stated earlier in chapter one, an agreement on the 
necessary elements (i.e., strands) of effective reading instruction (phonemic awareness, 
alphabetic principle or phonics, vocabulary, fluency, and comprehension) was finalized 
by a group of reading and educational experts appointed by the U.S. Congress in the late 
1990s (NRP, 2000). Mraz et al. (2008) further discussed the National Assessment of 
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Educational Progress’s reports on inadequate or insignificant annual growth in reading of 
younger students in public schools across the United States. The following sections of 
this chapter are the presentations of past and current studies on the importance of the 
above five strands of effective reading instruction.  
Strand One: Phonemic Awareness 
 Boyer and Ehri (2011) investigated the impact of two reading instructional 
practices on the phonemic awareness skills of young children. The purpose of this study 
was to examine the effectiveness of two conditions: the letters and pictures of articulatory 
gestures (LPA) and the letters only (LO) on preschoolers’ abilities to segment various 
words into phonemes. The study took place in two private preschool classrooms in New 
York State with 60 randomly selected students (35 female, 25 male). The age range was 
4.1 to 5.8 years (M = 4.9 years).  
 A pretest-posttest control group design with three groups was used in this study 
(LO, LPA, and no-treatment control). The participants in both of these groups received 
instruction in letter-phoneme correspondence and phonemic segmentation with letters. 
The LPA group was also taught to segment words into phonemes with pictures of 
articulation gestures. Participants in the control group stayed in their classrooms with no 
special instruction. All participants completed 30-minute pre- and posttest sessions 
immediately after training was concluded (4-9 training sessions for LO group and 4-11 
training sessions for LPA group) that included: (a) naming letters, (b) segmenting words 
into phonemes, (c) reading nonwords, (d) reading preprimer and target words, (e) spelling 
nonwords, (f) recognizing vocabulary word meanings, and (g) nonword repetition. In 
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addition, a second posttest was given to all groups seven days later after the first posttest. 
The average time from pretest to posttest for all participating groups was 40 days. Lastly, 
all training and testing was conducted by the first author of this study.  
 Analyses of variance (ANOVA), analyses of covariance (ANCOVA), paired-
sample t- tests, and generalized linear model (GLM) were used to compare the three 
groups on pretest and posttest measures. First, the results indicated that the LO group 
outperformed the control group on phoneme segmentation and uppercase 26-letter 
naming tasks. Second, in terms of the effectiveness of segmentation instruction, 
participants in the LPA group were able to recognize 13 out of the 15 associations 
between mouth pictures and phonemes. Third, the results of analyses revealed that 
participants who received LPA training performed significantly better than participants in 
the LO group, in terms of spelling and segmenting words. Fourth, it was noted that there 
were significant differences of both treatments groups when compared to the control 
group on word-level and phoneme-measures at both the 1-day and 7-day posttests (90% 
of participants in control group were not able to segment any words accurately). Fifth, the 
increase in mean scores of the comparison between pretest and posttest performances 
with paired-sample t- tests showed significant changes in both experimental groups. 
 Boyer and Ehri (2011) concluded the participants benefited from training on both 
phoneme segmentation and phonemic spelling skills. However, the researchers noted that 
although the LPA group outperformed the LO group on phoneme segmentation, spelling, 
and nonword reading measures, the difference may have been attributed to the fact that 
the LPA group received more training sessions during the entire study. As a result, the 
authors recommended that both types of instruction (LPA and LO) should be researched 
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in future studies to determine how best to teach phoneme segmentation to students in 
preschool and primary classrooms. 
 Castles, Wilson, and Coltheart (2011) conducted a study to investigate the 
possible benefits of teaching letter-sound correspondence to preschoolers. The purpose of 
this study was to examine the effectiveness of the acquisition of letter-sound 
correspondence in improving performance on phonemic awareness tasks. The study was 
conducted in preschool classrooms in Australia. The participants were 40 preschoolers 
(18 boys and 22 girls; mean age was 4 years and 0 months).  
 The experimental design of this study included: (a) pretests on phonemic 
awareness and letter-sound knowledge, (b) phase one training with 3 separate groups 
(including one control group), (c) intermediate test on phonemic awareness, (d) phase 
two training for all groups on letter-sound correspondence, and (e) posttests on both 
phonemic awareness and letter-sound knowledge. First, each of the two versions (set A 
and set B) of the Phoneme Identification Test included a card with eight familiar pictures 
with initial phonemes were shown to participants. Next, the participants were then asked 
to name all pictures and were prompted to demonstrate letter-sound correspondence with 
corrections if the responses were incorrect. Second, with the Letter-Sound Recall Test, 
participants were shown 16 cards randomly and were asked to sound letters from both 
sets A and B. All responses were recorded by the experimenters of the study.  
Throughout the intervention, there were two phases of training in phonemic 
awareness and letter-sound correspondence with various games and activities for 
participants to interact with each experimenter. Specifically, the phonemic awareness 
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training activities were used to expose and teach individual phonemes to participants. On 
the other hand, the letter awareness training activities or games familiarized participants 
with visual forms of letters in lowercase.  
Descriptive statistics and one-way ANOVA measures were used to analyze the 
collected data. The results revealed that participants in the experimental condition 
acquired some correspondences when compared to the untrained group at posttest 
(trained: M = 39.4%, SD = 28.8; untrained: M = 15.4%, SD = 21.2). It should also be 
noted that the above participants had almost no knowledge of letter-sound 
correspondences at pretest (M = 0.3%, SD = 2.0). Next, as indicated in the analyses, there 
was a significant growth in terms of phonemic awareness performance from pretest to 
intermediate assessment after phase one training for the above group of participants 
(pretest: M = 14.7%, SD = 20.7; intermediate: M = 28.5%, SD = 34.0, p < 0.01). The 
analyses illustrated participants who received training on letter-sound correspondence 
performed better than participants in the untrained condition. After the training in phase 
two, letter-sound correspondence performance was not significantly improved at posttest 
(M = 34.5%, SD = 30.7) than at intermediate assessment (M = 28.4%, SD = 33.8) for the 
untrained condition. 
 Castles et al. (2011) concluded that phonemic awareness performance could 
possibly be improved by introducing appropriate training sessions in letter-sound 
correspondence to preschoolers. Further, the authors suggested that both phonological 
and orthographic skills were part of the contributing factors in performance on phonemic 
awareness tasks. Lastly, the authors mentioned about the uncertainty, with limited 
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existing studies, between the relationship of early orthographic and phonological skills 
and subsequent success in reading.  
 McIntyre, Protz, and McQuarrie (2008) designed a study to determine the quality 
of a systematic instruction method to assist students in primary grades to improve their 
phonemic awareness skills. The LiPS was one method of systematic instruction that 
focused on phonemic awareness with specific teaching approaches. The purpose of the 
study was to further examine the effectiveness of the LiPS program on phonemic 
awareness skills of first grade students in comparison to their kindergarten scores 
(Lindamood Phoneme Sequencing Program for Reading, Spelling, and Speech or LiPS; 
Lindamood & Lindamood, 1998).. The study took place at a rural school district in 
central Canada. Sixteen teachers were selected as participants. 
 In terms of instrumentation, the researchers used the Learning Disabilities 
Working Committee (LDWC, 2005) at the end of the school year to obtain students’ 
achievement scores in phonological awareness in kindergarten and grade one. In addition, 
pre- and posttest scores of 227 students who were taught by the participants were 
collected and analyzed. Pre- and post-means for each separate screening sub-task, central 
tendency and variability, and a t-test for dependent means were conducted to determine 
any possible difference in students’ phonemic awareness skills. The results showed that 
the mean score of phoneme identity changed significantly from kindergarden to first 
grade, t(178) = -13.715, p < .05. There was also a significant difference between the 
mean scores in the pretests and posttests, t(179) = -33.494, p < .05. In addition to gains in 
phoneme identity, the analyses also indicated that there were increases in knowledge of: 
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(a) letter identification, (b) letter-sound correspondence, and (c) upper and lower case 
letter identification. 
 McIntyre et al. (2008) concluded that there was significant growth on student 
achievement measures of phonemic awareness and letter-sounds when scores were 
compared from kindergarten to first grade. Based on the results of the study, the 
researchers suggested that the LiPS instructional approach may have had a direct impact 
on the noticeable growth in students’ phonemic awareness skills from kindergarten to 
first grade. For the purpose of generalization, the researchers recommended that a larger 
sample size should be considered in future studies. Moreover, with limited studies on the 
effectiveness of programs that focus on phonemic awareness, it was suggested that future 
studies evaluate the efficacy of classroom teachers’ instructional practices.  
 Yeh (2003) investigated the effectiveness of two methods to teach primary 
students phonemic awareness skills (i.e., rhyming and alliteration; phoneme segmentation 
and blending). The purpose of this study was to determine if there were any significant 
differences in participants’ phonemic awareness skills between the two investigated 
approaches. The study was conducted in four Head Start classrooms in the northeast area 
of the United States. Forty-four children were selected as participants (4 years, 7 months 
to 5 years, 6 months). Based on Head Start eligibility criteria, all participants were from 
low-income families, and were nonreaders with limited phonemic awareness as indicated 
by pre-test prior to the intervention. In terms of students’ diversity, there were 41% 
Hispanic, 41% were African-American, 7% Asian, and 11% were Caucasian.  
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 A mixed-methods research design was used in this study (pre- and post-test 
control group design, and case studies of classroom instructional practices). In examining 
the appropriateness and level of difficulty of the established Phonological Awareness  
Test (the test used in the study), the researcher adapted the following less-difficult 
measures to fit with the purpose of this study: (a) phoneme blending, (b) phoneme 
segmentation, (c) phoneme deletion, (d) phoneme substitution, (e) letter-sound matching, 
(f) oral reading, (g) teacher interviews, (h) teacher observations, (i) student observations, 
(j) instruction of rhyming group, (k) instruction of segmentation group, and (l) instruction 
of attention skills. In terms of procedures, first, pre-tests were given to all participants to 
determine their beginning levels of knowledge on phoneme segmentation and letter-
sound. Based on participants’ performance on pre-tests (phoneme blending, 
segmentation, deletion, substitution, letter-sound relationships, oral reading ability, and 
motivation to read), classrooms classified with “moderate” achievement were paired up 
with “low” achieving classes and were assigned into two treatments. Second, during 
instruction sessions of both approaches, small groups of 3-5 students were taught for 20-
25 minutes twice during each week in a period of nine weeks. Assistance in instructional 
techniques was provided during the first three weeks of the intervention. Third, 60 minute 
classroom observations with a 15-minute discussion afterward were completed twice 
each week during instructional days to ensure the fidelity of treatment. Further, field 
notes of instructional practices of both teachers and students were recorded and rated by 
the researcher. Lastly, post-tests were given to all participants. 
 Analysis of covariance and repeated measures analysis of variance were used to 
analyze the data from pre- to post-test. All measures of phonemic segmentation, deletion, 
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blending, and substitution were analyzed and calculated by subtracting the appropriate 
means and dividing by varying standard deviations. There was a significant difference 
between treatment groups on phoneme blending, t(43) = -2.37, p < .027. As indicated by 
the results of using univariate ANOVA, the average growth of the Segmentation Group 
was significantly higher than the growth of the Rhyming Group on phonemic awareness, 
F(1, 40) = 7.33, p < .01, d = 0.92, as well as letter-sound knowledge , F(1, 40) = 9.55, p < 
.01, d = 1.13. In an attempt to control for correlations between six dependent variables 
and Type I error, a one-way multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was used to 
examine the effect of treatment on the growth of six dependent variables: phonemic 
blending, phoneme segmentation, phoneme deletion, phoneme substitution, letter-sound 
knowledge, and oral reading ability. As illustrated by the MANOVA results, the 
treatment significantly impacted the combined gains of the above six dependent 
variables, F(6, 37) = 2.53, p = .038, n
2
 = .291. In addition, a two-way MANOVA was 
used to examine the relationship between attention skills and learning growth of students. 
MANOVA results showed that students in treatment group who received instruction on 
attention skills grew more on the above six dependent variables, Pillai’s Trace = .231, 
F(3, 38) = 3.80, p < .018, n
2
 = .231, Pillai’s Trace = .211, F(3, 38) = 3.38, p < .028, n2 = 
.211, when compared with students in the Rhyming Group. 
 Based on the qualitative results from classroom observations, Yeh (2003) 
concluded that the fidelity of treatment was adequate. All involved teachers followed 
specific instructional practices as well as the directions from both the researcher and the 
consultant on the study. Next, after thorough analysis of classroom observations over a 
period of nine weeks, it was suggested by the researcher that Attention Skills Instruction 
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may have expedited students’ ability to gain knowledge from phonemic awareness 
instruction from their teachers. Overall, as indicated by the results, Yeh (2003) concluded 
that systematic instruction in phonemic segmentation and blending was far more effective 
than rhyming and alliteration instructional practices. Moreover, the researcher suggested 
that further studies should focus on appropriate approaches to develop students’ 
phonemic awareness. Additionally, the researcher recommended additional studies 
validate the effectiveness of both methods: (1) rhyming and alliteration, and (2) phoneme 
segmentation and blending. 
 Abbott, Walton, and Greenwood (2002) conducted a study to examine the effects 
of a phonemic awareness intervention in primary classrooms. The purpose of this study 
was to explore the effectiveness of phonemic awareness lessons on the reading growth of 
kindergarten and first grade students. Twenty seven kindergarten students were selected 
as participants throughout the entire three years of the study. These participants were 
classified into high, medium, and low groups based on their reading performance on the 
Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS). Scores on DIBELS, pre- 
and posttests, and teacher fidelity checklists were used to measure classroom teacher and 
student progress during the entire intervention. In terms of procedures, the researchers 
worked with the teachers to teach them phonemic awareness concepts and instructional 
skills to be implemented into classroom literature lessons throughout the duration of the 
study (e.g., segmentation and blending).  
 Descriptive statistics were used to report and analyze the collected data. During 
year one (kindergarten intervention), kindergarten teachers implemented phonemic 
awareness lessons into various literature activities for the participants. Based on the 
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DIBELS performance, all participants were divided into three separate groups to receive 
20 minutes of instruction a day during learning-center time of the six-month intervention 
period. First, low group met with the teacher for four days per week. Second, medium 
group met with the teacher for two days per week. Third, high group met with the teacher 
for one day per week.  
 During year two (first-grade intervention), the researchers worked with the 
participants in various groups on segmenting the sounds in words, spelling the words  
after modeling from the researchers, and word sorting for a period of eight weeks. During 
year three (expanded first-grade intervention), classroom teachers continued with the 
implementation of phonemic awareness lessons with all three specified participant 
groups. Similar to the intervention of year one and two, the researchers modeled the 
instructional strategies and observed the teachers, using the fidelity checklist as a guide.  
 The results indicated that scores in letter naming and onset fluency increased 
within the medium and high groups. On the other hand, there was no indication of growth 
for the low group during the first year. During eight week period in year two, overall 
gains for all groups ranged from 0% to 76% (a mean gain of 41%). It was noted that the 
smallest gains came from those participants who scored high on pretest. At the 
conclusion of the intervention, the results revealed the growth of all participants in 
phonemic segmentation: (a) the low group’s mean increased from 2 at pretest to 22 
phonemes per minute at posttest (90% gain), (b) the medium group’s mean increased 
from 13 at pretest to 42 phonemes per minute at posttest (69% gain), and (c) the high 
group’s mean increased from 22 at pretest to 35 phonemes per minute at posttest (39% 
gain).  
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 Abbott et al. (2002) concluded that the appropriate implementation of phonemic 
awareness lessons could possibly increase students’ abilities to read. However, the 
researchers found that there was a consistent need for consultation, training, evaluating, 
and revising of lessons for classroom teachers to follow in terms of daily reading 
instructional practices. Further, the researchers suggested that other contributing factors, 
such as administrative support, were as important as the actual suggested implementation 
of phonemic awareness lessons. 
 Since the acquisition of adequate phonemic awareness skills is critical as part of 
the five effective reading components, interventions on how classroom teachers can 
promote, teach, and expedite the growth of students in this particular area were necessary 
(Boyer & Ehri, 2011; Castles, Wilson, & Coltheart, 2011). The impact of specific 
instructional approaches on phonemic awareness were examined and compared to 
determine the appropriateness of daily teaching on phonemic awareness skills of primary 
students (McIntyre, Protz, & McQuarrie, 2008; Yeh, 2003). Further, individualized 
lessons based on each student’s reading performance were also important for classroom 
teachers to consider when assisting students to increase their skills in phonemic 
awareness (Abbott, Walton, & Greenwood, 2002). 
Strand Two: Phonics 
 Vadasy and Sanders (2011) designed a study to explore the possible effects of 
phonics-based reading intervention. The purpose of this study was to examine the 
effectiveness of a one-on-one supplemental phonics-based early reading intervention for 
both language minority (LM) and non-LM first graders. The study took place in 29 
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classrooms at 11 elementary schools. All participants were randomly selected after a 
screening process for eligibility of those participants who were inadequate in letter 
knowledge and phonological awareness. There were 93 participants in the treatment 
groups (48 LM students) and 94 participants in the control groups (50 LM students).  
 Vadasy and Sanders (2011) designed an experiment to implement the 
intervention, as well as collected and interpreted the data. Pre- and posttests, descriptive 
statistics, Chi-square tests of independence, hierarchical linear modeling, and t-tests were 
used as the analytical tools in this study. Twenty-five experienced paraeducator tutors 
were recruited and trained by the researchers with a set of 108 scripted lessons to teach 
and assess the participants in: (a) letter-sound correspondences, (b) phoneme decoding, 
(c) irregular words, (d) spelling, and (e) oral reading practice. Both groups of participants 
were randomly assigned into treatment (received supplemental reading intervention) or 
control groups (no intervention; daily classroom instruction only).  
The participants in the treatment groups received 30 minutes of tutoring 4 days per 
week for each of the 20 weeks of the intervention. All sessions were videotaped and 
recorded throughout the intervention and were analyzed. An inter-rater reliability of .97 
(Cronbach’s alpha) was found for the paraeducator tutors.  
 The results revealed significant pretest variations between schools, as well as 
between participants of different classrooms, on their receptive vocabulary, alphabetics, 
and spelling (X
2 
test; p values < .05). Further, the results showed positive for treatment 
group participants in the following areas: (a) average 9.42 more letters correct per minute 
than controls, (b) average 5.12 more standard score points on word reading, (c) average 
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15.94 more raw points on developmental spelling, (d) average 12.52 more words correct 
per minute on passage reading fluency, and (e) average 2.80 more standard score points 
on comprehension. The above findings simply indicated that LM students’ performances 
illustrated greater treatment effects on posttest phonological awareness, word reading, 
and spelling when compared to participants in the control groups, with the 
implementation of the phonics-based early reading intervention.  
 Vadasy and Sanders (2011) concluded that although the overall findings seem to 
be in favor of LM students in terms of increasing their reading abilities, the researchers 
noted that there were minimal treatment effects for LM students on fluency and 
comprehension. The researchers suggested that further studies focus on fluency and 
comprehension skills for LM students. Further, the researchers recommended that public 
schools emphasize the availability of word and language level classroom resources for 
LM students in future tutoring instruction or intervention.  
 Beverly, Giles, and Buck (2009) designed a study to examine phonics instruction 
of decodable texts with other alternative reading enrichments. The purpose of this study 
was to compare phonics instructional practices to authentic literature read aloud. Thirty-
two first graders from two first grade classrooms in a southern public school were 
selected as participants. The average age of these participants was 6 years and 9 months. 
Out of the 32 participants, there were 14 girls and 18 boys (15 African American and 17 
Caucasian). The researchers noted that 14 participants in the sample were identified as at-
risk for reading difficulties, based on questionnaires completed by parents prior to the 
start of the study.  
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 An experimental design that included group statistical measures of ANOVA and t 
tests was conducted to test for significant differences. First, all participants were assigned 
into four different groups: (1) text group that received systematic phonics instruction with 
reading practice using decodable texts, (2) phonics group that received phonics 
instruction without reading practice, (3) literature group who were read aloud to from 
authentic literature, and (4) a non-treatment group. Comparisons were made between 
treatment and non-treatment groups on the Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy 
Skills (DIBELS). Second, comparisons of the above groups were also made on the Gray 
Oral Reading Test, 4th Ed. (GORT-4). Results on DIBELS at the start of the school year, 
and the benchmark reading assessment associated with Preventing Academic Failure, 
were used for the pre- and posttests. In terms of reading materials, selected books from 
the Yonkers Public School System Summer 2004 Reading Lists (K-2) as well as Merrill 
Readers were used for the participating groups.  
 There were sixteen 30-minute enrichment sessions for each of the three groups. 
Both the Text and Phonics Groups received multisensory, systematic phonics instruction, 
and practiced reading from Merrill Readers. The Literature group was read aloud to for 
the duration of the sessions using the Yonkers Public School System Summer 2004 
Reading Lists. Each of the participating classrooms alternated in terms of receiving 
treatments throughout the sessions. For the GORT-4, each participant was instructed to 
read and respond to individual stories while the researchers recorded rate and accuracy 
results for each participant. In addition, all sessions were digitally audio-recorded for 
treatment integrity purposes.  
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 The results indicated growth was revealed for all experimental groups, but not for 
the untreated group. Overall, participants in treated groups (text, phonics, and literature 
groups) gained significantly in terms of reading scores on the DIBELS subtests 
immediately after the intervention. Additionally, although there were no significant 
differences between average and below average readers, there seemed to be a significant 
difference , p =.017, in terms of gains from pre- to posttests for below average readers, 
when compared to the gains for average readers in the Text group. Next, in terms of the 
performance on the GORT-4 (reading ability), the results of this study also revealed that 
18 of 32 participants were in the average range, 6 were below average, and 8 were 
significantly below average. Further, it was noticed that average readers in the Literature 
and Phonics groups demonstrated gains in comprehension, whereas most of the below 
average readers in the Text group also showed significant increases in comprehension.  
 Beverly et al. (2009) concluded that all participants from treatment groups 
demonstrated growth in reading abilities after the intervention. However, as the analyses 
revealed, both Text and Literature groups showed increases in accuracy and fluency 
throughout the sessions; therefore, it is difficult to compare the actual effects of the Text 
group over the Literature group (participants who were read aloud to from authentic 
literature). Moreover, in terms of reading ability, (i.e., as texts increase in decodability, 
predictability and engagingness tend to decrease) the researchers suggested that the 
overuse of decodable texts might be one of the factors that hindered reading growth for 
some of the participants in this particular study.  
 Graaff, Bosman, Hasselman, and Verhoeven (2009) investigated the potential 
benefits of systematic phonics instruction on phonemic awareness, spelling, and reading 
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growth of students. The purpose of this study was to compare the effectiveness of 
systematic and nonsystematic computer-based phonics instruction approaches. 
Participants of the study were 93 kindergarteners from three schools (47 boys and 46 
girls) in the Netherlands. The average age of the participants was 6.3 years. In the 
Netherlands, young children begin kindergarten at the age of four years old and continue 
through a two-year enrichment program. The selected participants were in their second 
year of kindergarten.  
 An experimental design was used in this study. Chosen classes from the 
participating schools were randomly assigned to two training conditions and one control 
condition over a period of five weeks. The conditions were: (a) 15 systematic sessions 
consisting of 15 minutes of phonics-training, (b) 15 unsystematic sessions consisting of 
15 minutes of phonics-training, and (c) a no-training, control condition. Throughout 
conditions, the participants were directed by the classroom teachers to practice on their 
computers before and after the scheduled training. Pretests and posttests from four 
different tests (i.e., letter-sound knowledge, phonemic awareness, reading ability, and 
spelling ability) were given to each participant within 20 minutes prior to and after the 
intervention. The researchers used scoring guidelines from each test during the data 
collection process.  
 Generalized Estimation Equation (GEE) and Intra Class Correlation (ICC) were 
conducted on various recorded scores. Additionally, the computation of mean differences 
between training conditions was conducted. The results from these analyses and targeted 
skills tests revealed that, after the intervention, performances on the four targeted skills 
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(i.e., letter-sound knowledge, phonemic awareness, reading ability, and spelling ability) 
of participants from experimental conditions increased significantly. 
First, the ICC calculated from the letter-sound pretest was .13. The performance on 
the letter-sound test for both experimental groups increased significantly when compared 
with participants in the control condition, B = 1.75 (95% confidence interval [CI] = .91, 
2.59, p < .001) and B = 1.54 (95% CI = .85, 2.24, p < .001). Second, the ICC calculated 
from the free sound-isolation pretest was 0. The performance from participants in 
systematic phonics training increased significantly when compared with participants in 
both unsystematic and control conditions, B = 3.94 (95% CI = .66, 7.22, p = .02) and B = 
6.62 (95% CI = 3.09, 10.15, p < .001). Third, the ICC calculated from the reading pretest 
was .08. The participants’ performance on the reading test indicated significant growth in 
systematic phonics training when compared to both the unsystematic phonics training and 
the control condition, B = 3.52 (95% CI = 1.69, 5.35, p < .001) and B = 2.99 (95% CI = 
1.37, 4.61, p < .001). Fourth, the ICC calculated on the spelling pretest was .13. The 
participants’ performance on the spelling test in systematic phonics training showed 
significant increase than participants in both unsystematic phonics training and the 
control condition, B = 2.05 (95% CI = 1.26, 2.84, p < .001) and B = 3.09 (95% CI = 1.26, 
4.93, p = .001). 
 Graaff et al. (2009) concluded that the systematic-phonics approach tended to led 
to growth for participants when compared to the nonsystematic approach. Further, it was 
suggested by the researchers that there may have been potential benefits for English-
speaking students to receive daily phonics instruction from the systematic-phonics 
approach. Lastly, the researchers recommended that other reading approaches be 
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reconciled with systematic-phonics instruction so that instructional planning and delivery 
could be targeted into various levels of literacy development for different groups of 
students within classroom environments.  
 McIntyre, Rightmyer, and Petrosko (2008) conducted a study to examine the 
impact of both scripted and non-scripted early reading instruction models on phonics, 
instructional practices, and reading achievement of students. The purpose of this study 
was to compare first graders’ reading achievement and phonics skills between a scripted 
reading instructional model (i.e., SRA Reading Mastery) and one of the four non-scripted 
models in public schools. One hundred and eight “struggling” first grade students in 37 
classrooms at 12 elementary schools were selected as participants.  
 The study used both quantitative and qualitative measures. Prior to the data 
collection and analysis of participants’ achievement, pre- and posttests on both the 
Hearing Sounds in Words Test (Clay, 1993) and the Flynt-Cooter Informal Reading 
Inventory (Flynt-Cooter, 1998) were administered and videotaped to examine the pre-test 
reading abilities of the participants. The duration of instrument administration took 
approximately 30 minutes for pretests and 60-90 minutes for posttests. Each participant 
was assessed two to three times for the completion of these instruments. The involved 
researchers scored, discussed, and adjusted the procedures after thoroughly analyzing the 
collected data. All participants were assessed by the above pre- and posttests during the 
months of September and May.  
For comparison purpose, the researchers used the existing benchmarks from the 
Hearing Sounds in Words Tests (score range of 1-37) and the Flynt-Cooter Informal 
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Reading Inventory (score range of 0-6) to record scores of the participants. For the 
analysis of instructional practices, the qualitative part of this study, the researchers visited 
teachers’ classrooms that were following the instructional model (four 90-180 minute 
sessions), recorded field notes, and interviewed classroom teachers on the same day the 
observations occurred.  
 Both quantitative and qualitative collected data were reviewed and entered into a 
database by two research team members. The ending gain scores (i.e., pretest scores 
subtracted from posttest scores) were analyzed as dependent variables in one-way 
ANOVA while reading models served as the independent variables. There were two 
conducted tests during the study: (a) the Hearing Sounds in Words Tests, which involved 
the comparison of phonics achievement in a scripted or non-script model after one school 
year; (b) the Flynt-Cooter Informal Reading Inventory which involved the comparison of 
reading achievement in scripted or non-scripted models after two years of receiving the 
same model of instruction.  
First, the results of ANOVA analyses revealed no significant difference between the 
average phonics gain scores after one year with different models for test 1 , F(4, 102) = 
1.07, p = .38. Second, no significant difference between the average gain scores for 
Reading Mastery (M = 2.02) were indicated for Test 2. The average score for all other 
models was 2.06. The above analyses illustrated no obvious variations in terms of 
performance and effectiveness of scripted or non-scripted models on participants’ 
phonics or reading achievement. On the other hand, with instructional practices (content 
of instruction, type of phonics instructed, instructional activities, texts read, grouping 
practices, time spent in reading, and implementation of fidelity) in scripted and non-
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scripted models, the researchers noticed teachers across models attempted to reconcile the 
scripted program with other traditional practices.  
 McIntyre et al. (2008) concluded that although the findings of this study did not 
indicate or suggest whether scripted models proved to be better than non-scripted models, 
the developmental needs, reading readiness, and growth of young students may have been 
contributing factors to the existing results of this particular study. It was also noted, 
through the analyses of collected data and classroom observations, another contributing 
factor may have been the differences in teachers’ implementation of reading programs. 
The researchers recommended that a larger number of classroom observations should be 
made in future studies to further clarify any potential differences in both teachers’ 
instructional practices as well as students’ growth in phonics and reading achievement. It 
was also suggested by the researchers that, regardless of the adoption of any reading 
models or programs, schools should provide classroom teachers with ample support to 
expedite the reading growth of struggling readers in primary grades.  
 Mesmer (2005) conducted a study to investigate the effects of the combination of 
highly decodable text and focused phonics instruction on first graders’ word recognition 
strategies. The study took place in a school located at a metropolitan area in the 
southeast. The participants were 23 students from three first grade classrooms (10 
females and 13 males). According to the researcher, all three teachers seemed to have 
similar daily reading instructional practices, with the exception of less-frequent use of 
highly decodable text for their students. The participants were divided into three separate 
groups of eight students (one participant of one of these groups was dropped due to a 
high number of absences). Within each classroom, two other small groups of four 
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students were randomly assigned into a treatment and a control group (six small groups 
for the entire study). During the intervention phase, students from each of the small 
groups met with the researcher outside of their classrooms to read a total of fourteen 
books.  
The treatment and control groups received similar phonics instruction (i.e., fourteen 
days in length with twenty minutes spent for each participant daily) with the exception 
that the treatment group read highly decodable text, whereas the control group read less 
decodable text. With each participant, instruction followed the same order: teacher 
modeling, group guided practice, and independent practice. The content words from both 
treatment and control groups were examined on lesson-to-text-match (LTTM), phonic 
regularity, total number of running words, number of syllables, and the number of 
repetitions. The Phonics Readers Levels 2-4 by Sundance Publishers were selected as 
treatment texts, since they were highly decodable. On the other hand, Alpha Kids Readers 
Levels 2-5 by Sundance Publishers were used for the control group.  
An experimental design was used with text type (i.e., highly decodable or less 
decodable) as the independent variable. The frequency and magnitude of implementation     
on the following components was the dependent variable: (a) letter-sound information, 
(b) word accuracy, (c) percentage of errors in self-correcting, (d) number of repetitions, 
and (e) number of words read. To maintain internal validity, the researcher followed 
these procedures: (1) students were chosen from three different classrooms to account for 
teacher effects, (2) maintained balance in the number of participants in both control and 
treatment groups of each classroom, (3) varied the number of times each group met with 
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the researcher for daily lessons, (4) selected certain score range from participants to 
decrease sample’s heterogeneity, and (5) the control of each phonics lesson.  
The Wilcoxon Rank Sum Test was used as a statistical tool to analyze all collected 
data from participants. As indicated in the findings, the Wilcoxon arranged all scores 
from each participant in rank numerical order, and then were summed by group. The 
higher ranked sums illustrated higher overall scores. First, mean scores, standard 
deviations on the spelling assessment, word list, and summed scores were analyzed and 
reported as (treatment W = 111.5, control W = 119.0, p = .93) for word list scores, 
(treatment W = 107.5, control W = 123.5, p = .87) for spelling errors, and for summed 
scores as (treatment W = 104.5, control W = 126.5, p = .71). These numerical values 
suggested that there were significant variations in terms of participants’ limited 
knowledge in sight words. Second, GSE variables were used to examine the degree of 
application in alphabetic information during text reading sessions. The participants from 
both control and treatment groups had an average of 3.5 running records. In other words, 
according to the sum of ranks, z- scores, and p- values on GSE variables, participants 
from the treatment groups exceeded the level of application in letter-sound information 
than the participants from the control groups. Third, for reading behaviors (i.e., word 
accuracy, tolds, self-corrections, repetitions), the participants from the treatment groups 
achieved better than the participants from the control groups in terms of seeking 
assistance (less frequent) from the examiner, pronouncing unknown words, and the 
number of repetitions. Overall, the results of the study indicated that decodable text was 
necessary for the higher degree of application of letter-sound information throughout 
participants’ daily text reading.  
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Mesmer (2005) concluded that the findings of this particular study contributed to the 
existing knowledge of the potential benefits of highly decodable text in the following 
ways: (1) the more frequent use of highly decodable text, the greater application of letter-
sound information; (2) documentation of participants’ actual reading behaviors; and (3) 
readers’ minimal ability and knowledge of alphabetic system. As suggested by the 
researcher, future studies might consider an extension of the intervention phase, as well 
as an increased number of participants. In addition, extended studies should also focus on 
examining the implementation of highly decodable texts with struggling readers.  
Studies on phonics revealed an extensive number of investigations comparing the 
effectiveness of various systematic phonics-based reading interventions for language 
minority (LM) and non-LM students. These results indicated the overall growth in 
reading abilities for LM students (Graaff et al., 2009; Vadasy & Sanders, 2011). 
Additionally, explicit instruction in phonics, further examination of different contributing 
factors on reading improvement, and the appropriate use of highly decodable texts seem 
to have the potential benefits for students in the primary grades (Beverly et al., 2009; 
McIntyre et al., 2008; Mesmer, 2005).  
Strand Three: Vocabulary 
 Fehr et al. (2012) conducted a study to evaluate the effects of an individualized, 
online vocabulary program on picture vocabulary test scores of summer school students. 
This study was designed to determine whether additional vocabulary instruction had any 
impact on the growth of students who scored poorly on existing vocabulary pretests. The 
participants were 43 summer school students from grades 2-4 (approximately 14 students 
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per grade) from a racially diverse, low socioeconomic status, and suburban elementary 
school in a Midwestern city. All participants were randomly chosen for both 
experimental (N = 22; 7 females) and control groups (N = 21; 13 females).  
 A mixed methods design was used by the researchers using both quantitative and 
qualitative measures for data analysis purposes. First, the involved participants were 
given the 40-word paper-and-pencil vocabulary pretests. Based upon the initial pretest 
results, participants who scored low on their vocabulary skills were placed in an 
experimental group to receive online vocabulary instruction. It should be noted that The 
First 4000 Words software program that delivered vocabulary instruction on 100 words 
was chosen from The Educator’s Word Frequency Guide. Further, the 40 words of both 
pretests and posttests were also selected from the above 100 words (approximately 10 
words from each of the 10 online vocabulary lessons). Each lesson had five components: 
(1) vocabulary reading pretest, (2) interactive oral reading, (3) interactive vocabulary 
activities, (4) repeated reading, and (5) vocabulary reading posttest. Second, after the 
brief introduction to vocabulary lesson procedures and computer log-in, the participants 
worked independently with periodic technical assistance (from two to three 
experimenters) for 15-25 minutes in each session out of the six sessions for a period of 
two weeks.  
 Third, participants who were randomly selected to the control group stayed within 
their classes to receive ordinary summer school curriculum. All participants that 
completed the ten online vocabulary lessons were given the paper-and-pencil posttests.  
Lastly, the experimenters involved teachers and students on the following tasks: (1) 
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administer the developed satisfaction survey for both teachers and students, (2) 
participation in short group interviews based upon the survey items.  
 The results of the independent samples t-test indicated no significant difference in 
pretest scores between experimental and control groups across all three grade levels. This 
indication reflected the success of participants’ randomization in terms of prior 
vocabulary knowledge in both groups. Next, the mean gain scores (posttest score 
subtracted pretest score) for each grade level, boys, girls, and combined participants were 
reported along with t-test, p- values, and effect sizes (Cohen’s d).  
 Gain scores of the experimental group were reported as significantly higher (gain 
scores: 7.4, 7.3; -0.4, 2.5) for second and third grade control groups (boys and overall). 
There was no statistical significance in gain score differences on fourth grade and girls. 
The average effect size for gain scores was reported as slightly more than one standard 
deviation (SD = 1.1). In general, based upon the collected data on survey responses and 
brief interviews, classroom teachers (N = 8) expressed their support of the online 
vocabulary program with the existing curricula, mean = 2.9 (SD = 0.4) on a 0-3 scale; 
mean = 2.8 (SD = 0.4). Further, classroom teachers noticed and commented on: (a) 
students’ direct interaction with words, (b) instructional design of the program was 
consistent with their vocabulary instructional practices, (c) software fit well into existing 
literacy centers, and (d) frequent use of computers for the purpose of gaining additional 
vocabulary knowledge. Students’ responses to the survey were also favorable. Students 
thought the program was fun (M = 2.7), thought the stories were appropriate for word 
learning (M = 2.7), thought they enjoyed the animated graphics (M = 2.8), thought they 
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liked the program assisted them in learning new words (M = 2.9), and they wanted to use 
the program more often (M = 2.8).  
 Fehr et al. (2012) concluded that computer-delivered vocabulary instruction, as 
shown by the results of the study, may have been an effective tool for classroom teachers 
to use during their daily vocabulary instructional practices. However, it was 
recommended by the authors that additional research is needed to further examine the 
consistent effectiveness of online vocabulary instruction. The researchers of the study 
also suggested that ongoing studies should emphasize: (a) increasing the number of 
participants, (b) choosing software that allows extensive individualization, (c) increasing 
the duration of each experiment, and (d) using both standardized vocabulary and reading 
comprehension measures to further assess the results of the study.  
 Smeets and Bus (2012) designed a study to investigate the benefits of additional 
vocabulary instruction from electronic storybooks when compared to primary students 
reading alone. The purpose of this study was to examine whether embedded questions in 
electronic books had an influence on the word learning of students.  The study took place 
at two Dutch primary schools. The selected participants were 20 kindergarteners (11 boys 
and 9 girls) with an age range from 4 to 5 years. According to the mean standardized 
scores of the participants on the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (PPVT), the sample 
was in the average range for vocabulary.  
 A pretest-posttest, within-subject design was used in this study. Each of the 
participants was instructed by the researchers to read five electronic stories that included 
selected target words with three conditions: (1) one story with read only or without 
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multiple choice questions, (2) two stories with multiple choice questions during the 
reading, and (3) two stories with multiple choice questions after the reading. The 
following five Dutch interactive electronic storybooks were used throughout the study: 
(a) bear is in love with butterfly, (b) rokko the crocodile, (c) bolder and the boat, (d) 
cycling with grandpa, and (e) pete on the pavement. In terms of procedures, prior to the 
intervention, three 10 minute sessions were used to administer the PPVT as a screening 
tool. Target vocabulary tests were also used. There were five sessions over 2.5 weeks 
during which each participant read all five stories twice in each of the three conditions. 
Lastly, posttests were given to all participants to assess their expressive and receptive 
target vocabulary during two different sessions. 
Nonparametric Wilcoxon tests and repeated measures ANOVA were used to assess 
the difference between pretest and posttest results, in addition to the effects of the 
embedded multiple choice questions throughout the electronic storybook reading of these 
participants. First, the results showed significant increases for expressive vocabulary in 
every condition (all ps < .001). Second, for receptive word learning, four out of five 
increases were found to be significant (ps < .01). Third, in separate analyses of repeated-
measures, there was no effect between conditions on both receptive and expressive 
vocabulary (both ps > .31), the researchers interpreted that interrupting multiple choice 
questions did not affect the participants’ reading and learning of uninstructed words. 
Fourth, the results also revealed exceptional gains of introduced words during the 
sessions of this study, F(1, 19) = 37.17, p < .001. Further, it was noted that there was a 
15% gain on target words, as well as an 18% gain on both receptive and expressive 
vocabulary, as the result of the embedded multiple choice questions in the stories.  
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 Smeets and Bus (2012) concluded that multiple choice questions during electronic 
storybook reading significantly contributed to the vocabulary growth of the participants. 
The researchers suggested that the findings of this study serve as guidelines for future 
studies, as well as further designs of e-book applications to promote effective vocabulary 
learning through interactivity. Additionally, it was recommended that responding by 
means of computer mouse clicking (instead of verbally) might add to the growth of both 
receptive and expressive language.  
 Cohen and Johnson (2011) explored the impact of imagery interventions on the 
potential vocabulary gains of second grade students. The purpose of this study was to 
investigate the significance of three imagery interventions (i.e., word only, dual coding, 
and image creation) on the acquisition of vocabulary knowledge of second graders. The 
study was conducted with fifteen second grade students in a private elementary school 
located in a northeastern state of the United States. There were six girls and nine boys 
with the age ranges from seven to eight years of age (100% of the participants were 
Caucasian).  
 A Latin square experimental design was used in this study. Each group of 
participants was rotated through each intervention and various treatment conditions 
within a two-week period. The conditions consisted of: (a) word only-verbal presentation 
of a vocabulary word, (b) dual coding-a picture was paired with the vocabulary word, and 
(c) image creation-participants were instructed to create a mental picture of the word and 
draw it on papers. All participants’ prior vocabulary knowledge (i.e., animals and 
habitats, musical instruments, and science terms) were given a vocabulary pretest (three 
sections of ten words each) and assessed by the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test-III, 
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Form B (PPVT-III, Dunn & Dunn, 1997). For the participants who had not mastered both 
word recognition and definitions on the pretests, the words were used to teach 
participants during the intervention conditions. In terms of post-intervention measures, 
participants were assessed on their abilities in vocabulary acquisition a day after 
instruction or presentation of each of the word categories. At the final stage of the 
intervention, small group discussions acted as a fidelity check on how the participants 
learned the vocabulary words.  
 One-way ANOVA, descriptive statistics, and repeated measures were used to 
determine: (a) if group placement influenced the findings of vocabulary outcome 
measures, (b) if chronological age contributed to the significance, (c) if beginning 
vocabulary ability affected the outcome measures, (d) if there were possible effects of the 
interventions across word categories, and (e) which of the interventions worked best 
within each word category. The results and statistical analyses revealed that there were 
not any differences between the three groups of participants on their outcome measures, 
F(2, 12) = 2.732, p = .105. This analysis simply illustrated that random assignment 
balanced the various groups.  
 Next, it was indicated by the above statistical analyses that the following areas 
were found to show no significant differences: (a) chronological age, F(1, 13) = 3.455, p 
= .086, (b) initial ability, F(1, 13) = .290, p = .599, (c) intervention type, F(2, 24) = .170, 
p = .845, (d) animal and habitats, F(2, 12) = .894, p = .435, and (e) musical instruments, 
F(2, 12) = .968, p = .408. However, the last one-way ANOVA analysis showed there was 
a significant difference in science terms, F(2, 12) = 6.500, p = .012. In addition, Turkey 
post hoc analysis illustrated that there was a significant difference between Word Only 
51 
 
and Imagery Creation interventions (p = .012), as well as an increase in vocabulary word 
acquisition for participants in Image Creation (M = 4.50) when compared with 
participants in Word Only intervention (M = 2.50). From these significantly different 
indications, the creation of imagery from the participants was critical in order to facilitate 
vocabulary acquisition. Lastly, brief small group discussions with the participants 
revealed that mental pictures of words and the actual drawings of words were helpful.  
Cohen and Johnson (2011) concluded that the findings of this study may have 
provided insight as a start to combine imagery interventions to improve the acquisition of 
vocabulary learning. The researchers also suggested that a larger sample size should be 
considered in future studies. It was also recommended that further studies focus on how 
imagery interventions could influence participants or students of various genders or 
ethnicities. Moreover, it was recommended that various types of words and texts should 
be used among the existing imagery interventions presented in the study by other 
researchers.  
Wasik, Hindman, and Jusczyk (2009) designed a study to examine vocabulary 
development of Head Start students using a specific progress monitoring tool. The 
purpose of this study was to assess the effectiveness of: (a) an ongoing curriculum-based 
vocabulary progress monitoring instrument, (b) vocabulary growth of Head Start 
students, and (c) classroom teachers’ use of results from data to make necessary changes 
in their daily instructional planning and teaching of vocabulary development. The study 
took place at two Head Start sites in an urban city in the northeast as part of the federally 
funded project, Early Reading First (ERF) that included a total of 358 children. Out of all 
selected participants, 98% were African-American who lived in homes at or below 
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poverty. 10.4% of these participants were diagnosed with various disabilities including 
cognitive issues, language impairments, and physical disabilities.  
An experimental design was used with intervention and comparison conditions. The 
developed vocabulary progress monitoring tool was composed of three forms which 
included 30 theme-related vocabulary words. Each of the three forms was intended to be 
implemented in the fall, winter, and spring during the intervention process. First, 
involved participants were divided into intervention groups and a comparison group. 
Second, picture cards were created to be used to test participants’ vocabulary knowledge 
and growth, along with the targeted words on each of the forms.  
Third, the project’s coaches trained classroom teachers in the proper implementation 
of the entire intervention to assess the vocabulary growth in small groups during the fall, 
winter, and spring of the school year. It took approximately five to ten minutes for each 
of the participants to complete each of the three forms (i.e., vocabulary words, brief 
readings, and individualized discussions of these words with the classroom teachers). 
Fourth, points were awarded to participants who demonstrated mastery of vocabulary 
words (two points for each correct expressive response and one point for each correct 
receptive response) over the course of this study. In addition to the progress monitoring 
measure, pre- and posttests at the fall and spring of the school year were given to all 
participants using the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test-III (PPVT-III).  
Descriptive statistics, t-tests with Levene corrections, and correlations were used to 
analyze the collected data. The results revealed that a satisfactory level of target 
vocabulary word knowledge was acquired by the participants at each assessment period. 
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As each of the semesters progressed, a relatively high percentage of target words was 
learned by these participants. On average, out of a possible 20 points, the participants 
scored: (a) 16.89 points on the fall measure (84.5% correct), (b) 17.40 points on the 
winter measure (87.0% correct), and (c) 18.33 points (91.6% correct). In addition, 
differences were significant during each assessment point with t tests using Levene 
corrections: fall, t(136.21) = 7.17, p < .001; winter, t(112.47) = 6.41, p < .001, spring, 
t(110.34) = 4.81, p < .001. Progress monitoring data indicated that all participants learned 
target vocabulary words over the course of the study. Analyses of correlations showed 
that progress monitoring scores somewhat related to the participants’ PPVT-III scores (r 
= .46 and .49, respectively, p < .001). 
Wasik et al. (2009) concluded that Head Start students obtained their vocabulary 
knowledge with the use of the ongoing progress monitoring measures over the 
intervention period when compared to the comparison group. Further, the researchers 
suggested that with meaningful and interactive reading activities, along with the 
presentation of new vocabulary words, Head Start students would be able to learn more 
words. Lastly, according to the researchers of this study, classroom teachers were far 
more informed and provided sufficient evidence by using the on-going progress 
monitoring measures to individualize and tailor their instruction appropriately for all 
students.  
Biemiller and Boote (2006) conducted a study to explore the possible benefits of 
teaching vocabulary to young children. The purpose of the study was to examine the 
growth in word meaning acquisition of kindergarten, first grade, and second grade 
students by implementing classroom vocabulary instruction. The study took place in six 
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classrooms (two kindergarten, two first grade, and two second grade) in a publicly 
supported Catholic school system in Canada. It was noted by the researchers that teaching 
methods were similar between public and Catholic school boards, with the exception of 
some religious instruction.  
Pretest-posttest assessment was the fundamental design of this study. There were two 
parts of this study: (a) part one (year one) was designed to look at the possible influences 
on word meaning acquisition from daily instruction, and (b) part two (year two) 
emphasized the possible growth of word meanings. There were 112 selected 
kindergarteners, first graders, and second graders as participants (43 kindergarteners, 37 
first graders, and 32 second graders). Approximately 50% of the participants were 
English-language learners.  
During part one of the study, pretests were given to all participants to gather 
vocabulary skills on the number of times stories were read. During part two of the study, 
modifications of instructional procedures were made by the researchers and classroom 
teachers to increase the learning of word meanings throughout each classroom session. 
For each grade level, three books were chosen with a total of 48 word meanings in each 
grade. The selection of words was based on the researchers’ judgment that they were 
unlikely to be known by all of the participants. At the end of each part of the study, 
posttests were given to the participants across all three grade levels. A small, no-
intervention group was also included in part two of the study to estimate the growth in 
vocabulary gains without the reading stories, vocabulary testing, and instruction on word 
meanings.  
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Descriptive statistics, correlations, and a mixed model ANOVA were used for the 
analyses of collected data. The results revealed pretest-posttest growth of 13% for 
repeated reading and 22% for repeated reading with word meaning explanations during 
part one. In part two of the study, there was an instructional gain of 41% over the 13% in 
part one (28% difference). Further, the results in part two showed that an increasing 
number of word meanings were acquired by the participants as repeated oral reading, 
explanations, and reviews of words were implemented. There were approximately 8 to 12 
word meanings learned per week. The no-intervention control group yielded an average 
of 4% growth (i.e., 1.8 word meaning) during the six weeks from pretest to posttest. 
Overall, there was a significant interaction between grade level and pretests and posttests, 
F(4, 192) = 4.617, p < .002. The interaction indicated that the participants noticeably 
gained vocabulary over the course of the study.  
Biemiller and Boote (2006) concluded that the results of this study supported the 
potential vocabulary growth in primary grades by further instruction in root words and 
word meanings. The researchers suggested that future studies should focus on: (a) 
identification of word meanings for instruction in primary grades, (b) duration of word 
meaning acquisition can be retained in primary grades, and (c) correlation between 
students who acquire a significant number of word meanings and their reading 
comprehension in third grade and fourth grade.  
Adequate vocabulary growth for primary students is as important as increases in 
reading knowledge and skills as the other four effective reading components (i.e., 
phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, and comprehension). Findings of recent studies 
support the effective use of computer-assisted vocabulary programs and electronic 
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storybooks for reading improvement of students, particularly for those students from 
diverse backgrounds and low socioeconomic status (Cohen & Johnson, 2011; Fehr et al., 
2012; Smeets & Bus, 2012). As stated by Kame’enui (2002), public schools across the 
nation should include assessment tools that focus on screening, progress monitoring, 
diagnosis, and measurement of students’ reading progress. Further, direct instruction in 
reading and the proper use of vocabulary progress monitoring tools tends to expedite the 
needed vocabulary growth of students in elementary schools (Biemiller & Boote, 2006; 
Wasik et al., 2009).  
Strand Four: Fluency 
 Begeny (2011) conducted a study to explore the Helping Early Literacy with 
Practice Strategies (HELPS) program for reading fluency. The purpose of this study was 
to: (a) examine the effects of HELPS’ implementation at various frequencies throughout 
a given week, and (b) evaluate the effects of HELPS’ implementation during the school 
year. The study took place in a southeastern region of the United States. All 90 
participants were randomly chosen from six classrooms at an elementary school (age 
range from 6.83 to 8.67 years, 45% female, 61.6% White, 11.6% African-American, 
19.8% Latino, 1.2% Asian, and 5.8% as “Other Ethnicity”).  
 An experimental design with both experimental and control groups was used in 
this study. It should be noted that four students from the original sample moved to other 
schools during the project, resulting in a total of 86 participants.The researchers used a 
randomized block design that assigned 15 participants from each of the six classrooms to 
one of the three conditions: (a) 29 received HELPS three times each week (HELPS-3) in 
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a quiet hallway outside of classroom, (b) 29 received HELPS one and a half times each 
week (HELPS-1.5) in a quiet hallway outside of classroom, and (c) 28 were in a wait-list 
control group (received typical language arts curriculum).  
In addition to the daily core reading instruction of 90 minutes (Houghton Mifflin 
basal reading series, independent reading activities, phonics and vocabulary lesson, 
writing activities, and individualized reading groups), the participants received one-on-
one instructional sessions of HELPS from the lead researcher and 22 other research 
assistants (undergraduate psychology students and four postbaccalaureate volunteers who 
were trained by the lead researcher prior to the intervention with 100% mastery criterion). 
There were a total of 55.9 sessions (8-10 min for each instructional session) for 
participants who received HELPS three times a week, and 28.2 sessions (8-10 min for 
each instructional session) for participants who received HELPS one or two times a 
week. Further, the Gray Oral Reading Test- Fourth Edition and assessment through the 
HELPS program were used by the research team members at pre- and posttest to evaluate 
and record the participants’ reading growth across all three conditions.  
 One-way analysis of variance (ANOVA), between-subjects and within-subjects 
repeated measures ANOVA, and post hoc comparisons were used to analyze the data. 
One-way ANOVA was computed for fluency and comprehension with no significant 
differences across conditions, F(2, 83) = 0.17, p = .84; for fluency; F(2, 83) = .017, p = 
.85, for comprehension. A one-way ANOVA was done to ensure there were no 
differences between conditions or groups at the beginning of the study. As indicated by 
the results of the repeated measures ANOVA, there was significant interaction in overall 
differences from pre-test to post-test for all three conditions in comprehension, F(2, 83) = 
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26.88, p < .001, n
2
 = 0.393; F(2, 83) = 5.37, p < .01, n
2 
 = 0.115. Further, Post hoc 
analyses for fluency showed statistically significant differences between the HELPS- 3 
and control group (p < .05) and the HELPS-1.5 and control group (p < .05). Overall, the 
above analyses revealed that participants who received HELPS three times per week 
made significant gains in terms of fluency and comprehension growth. 
 Begeny (2011) concluded that HELPS included the necessary instructional 
strategies (e.g., repeated reading, modeling, and performance feedback) for students to 
improve their reading fluency. As the results revealed, regardless of the implementation 
frequency, the participants made significant improvements when compared to the control 
group or condition at any given time of the study. The researchers suggested that the 
implementation procedures of HELPS should be acquired by various school 
professionals, such as school psychologists and classroom teachers. For future studies, 
other researchers should focus on implementing HELPS with low-performing readers 
(one of the limitations of this study). In addition, the researchers also recommended that 
as a result of the structured and systematic nature of HELPS, the program could be: (a) 
implemented with all students of all reading abilities, (b) learned and implemented with a 
reasonable amount of training and supervision, and (c) used free-of-charge by all 
educators.  
Meisinger et al. (2010) investigated the possible under-identification of students with 
reading disabilities on both assessment approaches of single word reading and a variety 
of appropriate reading assessment measures. The purpose of this study was to: (a) detect 
specific deficits in reading fluency of students who developed typical word identification 
and decoding skills, (b) identify which cognitive features distinguished students with 
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specific reading fluency deficits from typically-developed readers, and (c) investigate the 
impact of a lack of reading fluency assessments which led to the under-identification of 
students with reading disabilities.  
 This study was conducted at a University’s Center for Clinical and 
Developmental Neuropsychology in a southeastern state of the United States. There were 
50 qualified participants. To be included, participants had to have a full-scale intelligence 
quotient (IQ) score of at least 80. All participants were between the ages of 8 and 12, and 
had reading difficulties or an existing diagnosis of dyslexia (M = 10.26). Participants 
were selected from the following demographic make-up: (a) 64% male, (b) 94% 
Caucasian-American, and (c) 6% African-American.  
 Four types of assessments were used in this study: (a) the Wechsler Abbreviated 
Scale of Intelligence (WASI), (b) selected subtests of the Gray Oral Reading Test- Third 
Edition, (c) Comprehensive Test of Phonological Processing, and (d) the Woodcock 
Reading Mastery Test- Revised (WRMT-R). All participants were systematically 
assessed on: (a) intellectual ability, (b) word reading, (c) reading comprehension, (d) 
reading fluency, (e) rapid naming speed, and (f) phonological processing. Parents brought 
their children to the center throughout the entire process. Second, participants completed 
a variety of the assessments in sequence during the day with periodic breaks and a one-
hour lunch period. Third, all necessary quantitative data were collected within a 
reasonable timeframe and maintained for further analysis by the experimenters of this 
study.  
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 The results showed that the means of reading achievement measures were at the 
low average to below average range. Full Scale IQ scores (WASI) were from 83 to 141 
standard points with the average mean of 101.64 (SD = 11.24). Reading comprehension 
was noticed to be the highest in terms of participants’ performances measured by the 
WRMT-R (M = 93.08, SD = 10.06). Next, decoding skills and word recognition were 
measured by the WRMT-R Word Attack subtest (M = 92.70, SD = 11.03; M = 90.38, SD 
= 10.20). Then, for reading fluency, the lowest scores were indicated by the measurement 
on the GORT-3 Reading Fluency Composite Score (M = 81.70, SD = 14.16). Lastly, 
processing skills and rapid naming speed yielded average scores of 87.35 (SD = 13.47) 
and 91.46 (SD = 15.53) as measured by both Phonological Processing and Rapid Naming 
assessment tools.  
 The following criteria were used in this study to identify participants with deficits 
in reading fluency: (a) at least average word reading skills measured by standard score of 
85 or higher on the WRMT-R, (b) low reading fluency skills measured by a score below 
85 on the GORT-3 Reading Fluency Composite Score, and (c) a minimum of 15 standard 
score points between reading fluency and other basic reading skills such as word 
identification and decoding. Based on the above criteria, 12 of the 50 participants 
(approximately 24%) were recognized as having a deficiency in reading fluency. Further, 
to examine the possible cognitive deficits in the reading fluency deficit group, ANOVAs 
were used to further analyze the relationship between reading groups (reading fluency 
deficits, reading impaired, and typical readers) and rapid name speed, phonological 
processing, age, and reading comprehension. A main effect was identified for various 
reading groups on rapid naming speed, F(2, 41) = 7.36, p < 0.01, partial n
2
 = 0.26. 
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Second, a main effect was found with reading fluency on phonological processing, F(2, 
41) = 4.93, p < 0.05, partial n
2
 = 0.19. Turkey post hoc comparison indicated that 
impaired readers had much lower phonological processing skills than typical readers (p < 
0.05), there were no differences noticed between reading fluency deficit and reading 
impaired (p > 0.05) or typical readers (p > 0.05). Third, in terms of reading 
comprehension, a main effect was also found for reading group, F(2, 41) = 22.35, p < 
0.001, partial n
2
 = 0.53. Turkey Post hoc comparisons showed that impaired readers’ 
comprehension levels were lower than the reading fluency deficit readers (p < 0.001) and 
typical readers (p < 0.001).  
 Meisinger et al. (2010) concluded that 24% of the participants showed no 
difficulties in single word reading, clearly demonstrated significant deficits in reading 
fluency. Therefore, there may have been a possibility of under-identification of students 
with reading disabilities with the omission of other appropriate reading assessment tools 
other than the sole single word reading approach. The researchers of this study 
recommended that further studies focus on replicating and expanding the current study to 
further validate the obtained results. In addition, a higher clinical sample of participants, 
as well as a thorough examination on working memory of participants, should be 
examined as part of the critical variables for the determination of reading fluency.  
 Martens et al. (2007) conducted a study to evaluate the effects of a fluency-based 
reading program for second and third grade students. The purpose of this study was to: 
(a) compare the effects of fluency training with matched, no-treatment controls, (b) assess 
the required number of training trials for approaching mastery, and (c) assess the duration 
of gains in reading fluency over time without practice. Ten second grade students (7 girls, 
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3 boys) and 20 third grade students (13 girls, 7 boys) were selected from an after-school 
program out of an initial sample of 72 students. The study took place at an urban K-6 
elementary school in the northeast region of the United States. The average age ranges 
for second and third graders were 7.01 to 8.02 years (M = 7.43) and 8.04 to 10.00 years 
(M = 8.58) respectively. All participants (3% Latino/Hispanic and 97% African-
American) were eligible for free or reduced lunch.  
 An experimental group-comparison design was used to analyze data on both 
control and experimental groups of this study. Five psychology graduate students and 
eleven undergraduate students acted as experimenters. The experimenters were trained, 
and demonstrated 100% proficiency in administration and scoring of the various 
assessments. The researchers used the following materials for the duration of the 
intervention: (a) CBM-R survey level probes, (b) Comprehensive Test of Phonological 
Processing (CTOPP), (c) reading passages for each grade level, (d) Academic 
Competency and Intervention Acceptability (ACIAA), and (e) tangible reinforcement 
materials.  
 The study took a total of seven weeks for the second grade participants and eight 
weeks for the third grade participants. The pre- and post-CBM-R and CTOPP 
assessments were given to participants during the first and last week of the intervention. 
The core reading program was conducted in five weeks for the second grade participants 
and in six weeks for the third grade participants. During each videotaped 30-minute 
intervention session, the following components were included: (a) a pre-training 
assessment, (b) training on passages of the 100 words read correct per minute (WRCM) 
based on unsatisfactory performance on the pre-training assessment, and (c) a post-
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training assessment. Performances on the WRCM were recorded and calculated by 
dividing the number of words read correctly by the total time spent reading the passages 
in seconds, multiplied by 60.  
 The results indicated significant growth of second grade participants on two of the 
three pairs of grade-level CBM-R survey level probes, while control participants only 
yielded significant gains on the fourth grade probes. Third graders of the experimental 
group showed noticeable gains on all three pairs of grade-level CBM-R survey level 
probes, whereas the third grade control group showed no significant growth on any of the 
three pairs of probes. In terms of fluency gains, second grade participants in the 
experimental group demonstrated mean fluency gains of 22.76 WRCM (after training on 
the same day) and 21.55 WRCM (two-day retention probes). For third graders, same-day 
and two-day retention gains were 24.52 WRCM and 26.4 WRCM.  
 Martens et al. (2007) concluded that participants in the experimental group across 
both grade levels demonstrated improvements in oral reading fluency of both same-day 
and two-day retention period. Based on the findings of this study, the researchers 
suggested that a fluency-based after school reading program might be an appropriate 
approach to expedite fluency growth of students in a short period of time. Moreover, 
recommendations were made by the researchers for future studies to: (a) extend the 
sample population to other grade levels, (b) assess the long-term maintenance of fluency 
gains, and (c) examine the effectiveness of the program in a group format.  
 Ferrara (2005) completed a case study to explore the possible benefits of using a 
paired reading instructional intervention to increase reading fluency. The purpose of this 
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study was to examine reading fluency with the use of a paired reading instructional 
intervention. One sixth grade student (12 year-old girl) in a primary school of a small 
midwestern town in the United States was selected as the participant for this study. She 
was referred to the researcher by her classroom teacher and the principal. It was evident 
that she had difficulties in reading abilities, particularly in her lack of reading fluency.  
 A single-subject changing criterion design was used with three main phases: (1) 
baseline, (2) intervention, and (3) maintenance. The study was conducted within the 
school library environment during non-use hours of the day. Every effort was made and 
arranged by the researcher and the library staff to ensure there were minimal to no 
distractions. The researcher served as a skilled reader during paired reading instructional 
intervention sessions for five days each week out of the 11 weeks of the study (30-40 min 
session). Reading materials and books were chosen based on participant interest from a 
variety of reading books during each session, with a particular interest in one trade book 
Tom’s Midnight Garden that was used as a source of connected text for the entire study. 
Prior to conducting the study, one graduate student was selected and trained as an 
independent observer. In addition, the Reader Self-Perception Scale (RSPS) was used to 
examine reader self-efficacy. The scale was administered three times throughout the 
entire study (before the reading session, midpoint of the study, and at the conclusion of 
the study).  
 First, baseline rates of oral reading fluency and accuracy percentages were 
recorded for a period of three sessions (mean reading rate of 84 words per minute; 
accuracy percentage of 98%). Second, the entire intervention phase was carried out for 36 
sessions (eight weeks). During each session, the researcher reviewed and discussed the 
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previous story’s events with the participant. Next, the researcher modeled the reading in 
the trade book and in return the participant read the same text while the researcher 
recorded notes for errors (i.e., hesitation for more than three seconds counted as an error). 
Third, to examine the effects of paired reading, a three-week maintenance phase was 
conducted in which paired reading fluency rates, as well as accuracy percentages, were 
probed five times. Fourth, to assess the effectiveness of the intervention, five 
generalization probes were conducted to measure the participant’s reading rate without 
paired reading. 
 Fluency data were recorded on a daily basis. Reading rate results between 
baseline phases, intervention subphases, and maintenance phases were calculated and 
compared. The results showed that the participant’s reading rates improved throughout 
the 5 subphases: (a) 24.8 words per minute (from 84 words per minute at baseline to 
108.8 in subphase 1), (b) 32.8 words per minute (a mean reading rate increase of 8 words 
per minute to 116.8 words per minute in subphase 2), (c) 42 words per minute (a mean 
reading rate increase of 9.2 words per minutes to 126 words per  minute of subphase 3 
when compared to previous subphases), (d) 138.4 words per minutes gain during 
subphase 4, and (e) an increase of 8.5 words per minute at 146.9 words per minute in 
subphase 5.  
 On the qualitative part of the study, the researchers obtained score of 36 from all 
three administrations of the RSPS revealed that the participant’s scores were in the 
average range according to the RSPS manual. As field notes and transcriptions of video-
taped reading conversations with the participant indicated, the participant’s interests in 
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reading sessions increased along with her numerous efforts to do better as time 
progressed throughout the study.  
 Ferrara (2005) concluded that paired reading intervention was effective in helping 
the participant improve her reading fluency. As with the result on the self-efficacy 
measure, the researcher noticed changes in the participant’s perception about the whole 
process of learning to read in a positive manner. As suggested by the researcher, it is 
critical for educators to recognize and encourage students’ improvement on reading 
abilities so they will be motivated to learn more throughout the school year. A further 
suggestion from the researcher was that additional studies focus on seeking the most 
effective approaches to teaching students to read, especially with an emphasis on reading 
fluency and reader self-efficacy.  
 Speece and Ritchey (2005) investigated oral reading fluency development in 
primary students who were identified as at-risk (AR) for reading difficulties. The purpose 
of this study was to examine growth trends in oral reading fluency for at-risk and 
typically developing first-grade students. The selected sample included two cohorts of 
first-grade students at three schools in a suburban district in the mid-Atlantic states 
(Cohort 1, n = 145; Cohort 2, n = 131). 
 Descriptive statistics, correlations, and growth curve analyses were used to 
analyze all available data over time. By using these tools, the researchers were able to 
monitor, examine, and record the development of oral reading fluency throughout the 
entire study, rather than at incremental stages. The following instruments and measures 
were administered to collect data: (a) Letter-Sound Fluency (LSF), (b) Oral Reading 
67 
 
Fluency (ORF), (c) Comprehensive Test of Phonological Processing for rapid 
automatized naming (RAN), (d) Blending subtests for phonological awareness (PA), (e) 
Test of Word Reading Efficiency (WRE), (f) Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children 
(WISC), (g) Social Skills Rating Scale-Teacher version for teacher ratings of classroom 
behavior (SSRS), and (h) Basic Reading Skills (BRS) for word reading accuracy.  
 First, fluency measures (LSF, ORF) were administered during the 20 weeks from 
January to May for all first graders. Second, the at-risk students were instructed to 
complete the RAN, WRE, and PA measures in the fall. Third, all involved classroom 
teachers completed the SSRS in January. Lastly, the participants completed both the 
WISC tests and BRS in February and April. The results showed that participants from 
both cohorts, who were identified as at-risk in the fall of first grade, read less than half 
the number of words per minutes than expected (22.5 instead of 56.9). The overall 
reading growth of at-risk students was recorded as half the rate of typical developing 
students (0.78 instead of 1.50 words per week). The results also revealed the low or 
decreasing reading performance of the participants continued to exist through the end of 
their second grade year.  
 Speece and Ritchey (2005) concluded that fluency development skills of young 
children might need to be taught at earlier grades during daily reading instruction in 
public schools. It was recommended by the researchers that future studies focus on the 
effects of both word-decoding, as well as early fluency instruction, to potentially improve 
the reading skills of first-grade students.  
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 In an effort to assist primary students to read fluently during their daily text-
related activities, numerous studies have emphasized the importance and benefits of 
implementing evidence-based fluency programs, as well as the need to investigate 
specific deficits in reading fluency of all students (Begeny, 2011; Martens et al., 2007; 
Meisinger et al., 2010). Additionally, previous literature supported the effectiveness of 
paired- reading instructional practices, and examined growth trends in students’ oral 
reading fluency. As a result of these studies, students were able to improve their reading 
fluency and learned various strategies to read connected text with speed and accuracy 
with the consistent differentiated instruction periods (Ferrara, 2005; Speece & Ritchey, 
2005).  
Strand Five: Comprehension 
 Kim, Wagner, and Lopez (2012) conducted a longitudinal study on the 
relationship between reading fluency and reading comprehension. The purpose of this 
study was to investigate developmental relations among list reading fluency, listening 
comprehension, text reading fluency (oral and silent), and reading comprehension of a 
group of students from first grade to second grade. There were a total of 270 participants 
in this two-year longitudinal study (139 boys and 131 girls). The mean ages of this 
sample were 7 years in first grade and 8.1 years in second grade (63% Caucasian, 22% 
African-American, 5% Hispanic, 4% Asian, and 6% “other” students).  
 The study was conducted for approximately 50 to 60 minutes over two 30-min 
sessions. All assessments were given to participants at the end of the fall semester and 
throughout the spring semester. The following assessments were administered with each 
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participant in quiet areas (e.g., library, technology room) by well-trained research 
assistants: (1) Sight Word Efficiency subtest of the Test of Word Reading Efficiency- 2
nd
 
Edition (TOWRE-2) for list reading fluency-participants were asked to read aloud words 
with 45 seconds; (2) Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills Oral Reading 
Fluency-6
th
 Edition for oral reading fluency-participants were asked to read the passages 
aloud for 1 minute; (3) Test of Silent Reading Efficiency and Comprehension (TOSREC) 
for silent reading fluency-participants were asked to read sentences silently as well as 
verifying the accuracy of the sentences for 3 minutes; (4) WJ-III Passage Comprehension 
subtest and two experimental passages for reading comprehension-participants were 
asked to read sentences in these passages and fill in the appropriate words, and (5) WJ-III 
Word Identification subtest was administered to participants to assess their reading 
accuracy skills.  
 A longitudinal design with comparative measures was used for this study. 
Descriptive statistics, correlations, MANOVA, and chi-square difference tests were used 
as statistical tools in this study. The results showed that there was a relationship between 
list reading fluency and reading comprehension in first grade, but not in second grade. 
Text reading fluency was related to reading comprehension in second grade, but not in 
first grade. As a result of comparing oral reading fluency and silent reading fluency, oral 
reading fluency was significantly related to reading comprehension in first grade; 
additionally, silent reading fluency was related to reading comprehension in second 
grade. Further, the results also revealed increased relationships between oral reading 
fluency and silent reading fluency, as participants’ reading skills developed from first 
grade to second grade (from r = .44 to .71 < r < .81). The results illustrated that 
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participants’ reading performance increased in relationship to the development of skills in 
list reading fluency, text reading fluency (oral and silent) as well as in comprehension 
(listening and reading) from the beginning to the end of this study.  
 Kim et al. (2012) concluded that the results of their study expanded the existing 
knowledge about the development of critical reading components for young children. The 
researchers suggested that future studies should emphasize the relationship between oral 
and silent reading in terms of word reading and text reading, as well as the transition 
from oral to silent reading. The researchers pointed out several limitations of the study: 
(a) differences on measurements of both oral reading fluency and silent reading fluency 
(passage level and sentence level), (b) unexpected longer periods of time for data 
collection, and (c) lack of participants’ understanding in oral reading fluency.  
 Neddenriep, Fritz, and Carrier (2011) investigated reading comprehension 
improvement of primary students through an intervention in reading fluency instruction. 
The purpose of this study was to examine the relationship between increases in reading 
comprehension and changes in reading fluency. The participants were 5-fourth grade 
general education students (2 boys and 3 girls) with an age range of 9 to 10 years old 
from an elementary school of a rural midwestern region of the United States. The 
ethnicity make-up of the participants included: (a) predominately white, (b) 28% Latino, 
(c) 3% Asian, and (d) 2% Afrian-American.  
 A single-subject design was used to examine the change in fluency, as well as the 
concurrent change in comprehension, over time from baseline to treatment. To assess 
participants’ initial reading performance levels and the effectiveness of the reading 
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fluency intervention, AIMSweb R-CBM, sight phrases and passages, stopwatches, 
kitchen timers, and Maze passages were used throughout the sessions. First, a brief 
intervention assessment was given to the participants to determine the most effective 
intervention components to improve reading fluency and comprehension. Second, 
participants were instructed by the researchers using the reconciliation of repeated 
practice with feedback, error correction, instructional-level reading materials, and weekly 
progress monitoring by AIMSweb two times per week during each of the 30-minute 
sessions of the entire 15-week intervention. In terms of inter-rater agreement, an average 
of 99.6% was calculated. All collected data were graphed and visually examined for 
changes in both trends and levels from baseline to intervention periods. 
The results indicated obvious increases in both reading fluency (i.e., word correct per 
minute), as well as reading comprehension for the participants. The first participant 
increased from an average of 78 WCPM to an average of 100 WCPM, a 27% increase. 
Additionally, they demonstrated an increase in comprehension by one word selected each 
week with Maze passages after 5 weeks of fluency intervention. The second participant 
increased an average of 86 WCPM to an average of 97 WCPM, a 13% increase. They 
also improved in comprehension of .86 words correctly chosen each week with Maze 
passages after 4 weeks of fluency intervention. The third participant increased an average 
of 74 WCPM to an average of 88 WCPM, a18% increase with an improvement in 
comprehension of .56 words correctly selected per week with Maze passages after 6 
weeks of fluency intervention. The fourth participant increased with an average of 66 
WCPM to an average of 81 WCPM, a 23% increase. They also increased .8 words 
correctly chosen with Maze passages after 4 weeks of fluency intervention. The fifth 
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participant increased an average of 28 WCPM to an average of 41 WCPM, a 46% 
increase with little to no rate of improvement in comprehension of .02 words correctly 
selected each week with Maze passages.  
 Neddenriep et al. (2011) concluded that, overall, a fluency intervention improved 
participants’ reading comprehension with the exception of the fifth participant. As 
indicated by the results of this study, improvements in reading comprehension were 
influenced by reading fluency changes for each of the participants. With an 
understanding of the relationship between reading fluency and comprehension, the 
researchers suggested that thorough examination and assessment of students’ fluency 
levels should be addressed in future studies.  
 Klingner, Urbach, Golos, Brownell, and Menon (2010) conducted a study on how 
special education teachers promote primary students’ reading comprehension. The 
purpose of this study was to examine special educators’ frequency of instruction on 
comprehension during their daily reading instruction. The study took place in various 
classrooms with 41 special educators from the southeast and midwest regions of the 
United States. All of the participants were fully certified to teach special education (38 
female and 3 male teachers). The participants had between 1 to 32 years of experience 
with a mean of 15.3 years. Additionally, there were 244 identified students with reading 
difficulties from third to fifth grade (106 Caucasian, 66 Hispanic/Latino, 65 African- 
American, and 7 unidentified). 
 A qualitative design was used in this study. The Reading Instruction in Special 
Education Observation Instrument (RISE) was used as the classroom observation tool. 
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The RISE consists of 22 items focused on: (a) instructional practices, (b) general 
instructional environment, (c) phonological awareness, (d) decoding, (e) fluency, (f) 
reading comprehension, (g) classroom management, and (h) overall classroom practice. 
In terms of procedures, all 41 classroom teachers were observed three to four times, for a 
total of 124 observations. All observations were spread over the school year for each 
participating classroom teacher (an average of 30 to 100 minutes per observation). 
All collected data were analyzed by the observers and researchers on: (a) teachers’ 
scores on the RISE, (b) examination of all field notes, (c) identification of all 
comprehension-related activities, (d) develop codes among observers to reflect all 
observed comprehension-related activities, (e) total the number of instances of each 
instructional practice, and (f) all observers and researchers meet to compare the results of 
all observations.  
The results revealed the following observations: (1) there was no indication of any 
comprehension instruction during the 42 observed lessons, (2) teachers asked only rote-
level questions about what the students had read in 30 observed lessons, (3) teachers 
provided some comprehension instruction that consisted of only prompting students to 
use a strategy instead of providing direct instruction on comprehension in 49 observed 
lessons. Further, although assisting students in activating and connecting with 
background knowledge is a critical component of reading comprehension, the observers 
did not see any indication of this practice over most, if not all, observed lessons 
throughout the entire study.  
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 Klingner et al. (2010) concluded that there was a lack of explicit instruction on 
comprehension in the special education classrooms. The researchers suggested that there 
were still gaps between reading research and how classroom teachers, particularly special 
education teachers, teach and promote comprehension in their daily practice. It was 
recommended that further studies emphasize preservice and inservice teacher education 
programs across the country, as well as focus on training prospective teachers in 
instructional planning and delivery of reading comprehension.  
 Dermitzaki, Andreou, and Paraskeva (2008) designed a study to investigate the 
potential influence of strategic behaviors of high and low achievers in reading 
comprehension and their relation to reading comprehension performance. The purpose of 
this study was to assess various cognitive, metacognitive, and motivational aspects of 
students’ problem-solving behaviors that potentially impacted their achievement in 
reading comprehension. The participants of this study included 127 third grade students 
from five primary city schools in Greece (average age: 9 years, 7 months; 71 boys and 56 
girls).  
 A qualitative design of structured observation was used in this study. There were 
two phases of the study. First, a developed core curriculum text (i.e., a folk story) in 
Greek for third graders was used to assess the initial 127 participants. Three skills were 
recorded in terms of participants’ performance to be selected for the second phase: (1) 
prediction of the end of the story, (2) answering story-related questions, and (3) summary 
of the story. Twelve points was the maximum score that each participant could obtain in 
an allowed period of 40 minutes. The results indicated that the participants’ average 
performance on the initial comprehension test was 5.81 (SD = 2.46). Second, based on 
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the results, 45 participants were chosen to be included in the second phase (20 high and 
25 low achievers; 26 boys and 19 girls). Third, 45 participants were examined and 
assessed with the second reading comprehension test. It should be noted that the second 
comprehension test was developed to purposely assess the behaviors of readers during 
their attempts to comprehend the given written text. Fourth, all sessions during both 
phases were video-recorded. An established structured observation form was used by the 
researchers to record strategic behaviors of participants during allotted reading time.  
Multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) and a Pearson correlation matrix were 
used to examine high and low achievers’ reading comprehension performance and their 
actual use of strategic behaviors during the second phase. The data analysis revealed 
statistical significance regarding participants’ use of strategic behaviors in an effort to 
understand the given text, F(12,32)  = 16.403, p = .000). Based on the analysis of the 
Pearson correlation matrix, the 45 participants’ observed behaviors were significantly 
correlated to their individual performance on reading comprehension. Specifically, 
metacognitive and cognitive aspects of behavior demonstrated the strongest correlation to 
participants’ performances in both high and low achiever groups. The results further 
illustrated that high achievers performed better than low achievers in terms of applying 
all strategic behaviors during reading sessions.  
 Dermitzaki et al. (2008) concluded that, the participants in this study were able to 
use their prior knowledge of reading skills, as well as certain strategic behaviors, to assist 
them in understanding the prescribed reading text. Overall, it was suggested by the 
researchers that it was critical for classroom teachers to be able to identify students’ 
weaknesses and strengths in terms of both strategic behaviors and fundamental reading 
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skills for their instructional planning and delivery purposes.  As indicated by the results, 
although low achievers had sufficient motivation during reading sessions, they were not 
able to use metacognitive and cognitive strategic behaviors to help them during the 
intervention. Lastly, the researchers recommended that future studies focus on the 
following tasks: (a) increase the sample size, (b) use various age groups, (c) use different 
reading comprehension tasks, and (d) further validate the role of each specific strategic 
behavior and comprehension.   
 Thames et al. (2008) conducted a study to examine the effect of individualized, 
integrated language arts as a reading approach for students with comprehension scores in 
the struggling range as measured by the Analytical Reading Inventory (ARI). The 
purpose of this study was to determine the impact of an individualized, integrated 
language arts reading approach on the comprehension levels of readers with difficulties in 
comprehension as assessed by the ARI (Woods & Moe, 1999).  
The study took place at both elementary and middle school classrooms located in the 
southeastern part of the United States. 93 students (grades four through eight) were 
identified and selected out of a sample of 110 by classroom teachers. These students were 
chosen based on their performance in the lowest quartile on mandated reading subtests 
from their state. In terms of the demographic make-up of the participants, there were 53 
females and 40 males (65 African-American; 10 European-American; 18 of other 
unidentified ethnicity). From the total number of participants, there were: (a) 25.8% 
students in grade four, (b) 29.0% students in grade five, (c) 21.5% students in grade six, 
(d) 10.8% students in grade seven, and (e) 12.9% students in grade eight.  
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An experimental design was used in this study. All participants were assigned into 
treatment group (N = 51) and comparison group (N = 42) across grade levels. Prior to the 
intervention, it should be noted that basal reading instruction was being used to teach the 
participants. Participants’ scores on comprehension passages of the ARI were used as 
pre- and post- measures for this study.  
First, as interventionists, each of the selected preservice teachers was assigned to one 
participant to record initial observational data, consult with each classroom teacher, and 
prepare lessons for the intervention (once per week over twenty, 90-minute sessions 
during fall and spring semesters). Second, within the treatment group, the preservice 
teachers tailored their integrated language arts lessons based on the observed and 
recorded strengths and weaknesses of their assigned participants. Prior to actual 
implementation of the modified lessons, the content of each lesson was examined by a 
reading course instructor of the study. In addition to the 90-minute instruction from the 
preservice teachers, all participants in the treatment group were observed once a week for 
data collection purposes during their typical basal reading instruction. Third, toward the 
end of each semester, case study reports for each participant were prepared by all 
involved preservice teachers on participants’ possible growth. Participants in the control 
group received the typical or mandated basal reading instruction from their classroom 
teachers.  
Univariate and multivariate analyses of covariance were conducted by the 
researchers to analyze pretest and posttest Analytical Reading Inventory (ARI) 
comprehension scores. The analyses revealed that there were several statistically 
significant variations in comprehension performance for both on-grade-level scores as 
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well as above-grade-level scores (p <.001). On the other hand, there were limited 
noticeable differences on below-grade-level scores for both treatment and comparison 
groups. The outcomes of this study suggested that the implementation of individualized, 
integrated language arts as an approach for reading instruction may have expedited the 
needed growth in comprehension performance of students with reading difficulties, 
especially in comprehension. 
Thames et al. (2008) concluded that individualized, integrated language arts lessons 
were a favorable method for alleviating the struggling readers’ existing deficiencies in 
reading comprehension throughout elementary and middle school. Lastly, to further 
validate the possible benefits of this study, the researchers recommended that additional 
studies should expand to other settings and geographical locations.  
The relationship between reading fluency and comprehension has long been 
identified in the literature. Studies have showed the approaches that classroom teachers 
use to teach reading fluency; among other critical components of effective reading 
instruction (i.e., phonemic awareness, phonics, and vocabulary) have an impact on 
students’ growth in reading comprehension. The reciprocal nature of these two reading 
components should be taken into consideration by classroom teachers in the process of 
planning and delivering daily reading instruction (Kim et al., 2012; Neddenriep et al., 
2011). Moreover, adequate instruction and noticeable comprehension gains of students 
includes various contributing factors: (1) students’ demonstration of using prior 
knowledge, (2) examination of strategic behaviors that affect students’ reading 
comprehension, (3) integration of language arts as a reading approach for students with 
difficulties in reading comprehension, and (4) promotion of reading comprehension by 
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special education teachers (Dermitzaki et al., 2008; Klingner et al., 2010; Thames et al., 
2008).  
Effective Beginning Reading Instruction 
 The complexity of reading instruction should be understood thoroughly by 
today’s classroom teachers and educational researchers (Zimmerman et al., 2008). 
Besides the required reading content and teaching materials that are aligned with national 
curriculum standards, the awareness of other necessary components in reading instruction 
should be addressed: (a) culture of the classroom, (b) type of school, (c) community, (d) 
the individuality of each student, (e) teaching style of teachers, (f) increased amount of 
reading instructional time, (g) systematic monitoring students’ reading growth, (h) 
professional development of evidence-based reading strategies, and (i) parental 
involvement (Denton et al., 2003; Zimmerman et al., 2008). Coyne et al. (2006) 
suggested a conceptual framework of three dimensions as a guideline for classroom 
teachers to use in their reading instruction: (1) content of instruction, (2) delivery of 
instruction, and (3) timing of instruction. The next section presents the literature base for 
effective beginning reading instruction.  
 Otaiba, Lake, Greulich, Folsom, and Guidry (2012) conducted a study to 
understand potential differences between two tutoring programs in improving the reading 
skills of primary students. The purpose of this study was to examine the effectiveness of 
the Book Buddies and Tutor Assisted Intensive Learning Strategies (TAILS) tutoring 
programs for selected groups of primary preservice teachers who acted as reading tutors, 
and students who were identified as having difficulties in reading. The participants were 
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28 preservice teachers from a large university in the southeastern United States, as well 
as 28 selected students (kindergarteners and first graders). Out of the 28 students, there 
were 27 female students, two Hispanic-American, four African-American, and 21 
Caucasian students.  
 A randomized-control trial design was used in this study. Preservice teachers were 
assigned to various practicum sites to meet with classroom teachers to identify which 
students were struggling in reading and could be tutored during the study. Prior to the 
intervention, there were two types of measures for both preservice teachers and students. 
First, the Teacher Knowledge Assessment: Structure of Language was used to evaluate 
preservice teachers’ knowledge of language. Second, a 13-item Preparedness to Teach 
Reading Survey was used to examine how prepared the preservice teachers felt they were 
about teaching and assessing reading. Third, Bi-weekly lesson logs were used to evaluate 
the depth and breadth of tutoring lessons throughout the entire intervention. Two types of 
assessment were used to assess students’ strength in reading skills: (a) The Dynamic 
Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills; and (b) The Early Reading Diagnostic 
Assessment Second Edition which included subtests of phonological awareness, phonics, 
fluency, vocabulary, and comprehension. Fourth, a wide range of books were used by the 
tutors, including folk tales, multi-cultural fiction, informational texts, alphabet, and 
rhyming books.  
 All preservice teachers were trained by the researchers on how to administer their 
tutoring programs during the two three-hour sessions. TAILS and Book Buddies were 
conducted during the intervention for every 30 minute period. Next, two sets of bi-
weekly lesson logs for all preservice teachers were used for data interpretation (a total of 
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187 lesson logs). For data analyses, series of ANOVAS were conducted to compare the 
pre- and post-treatment gains in knowledge and preparedness of preservice teachers. The 
results indicated noticeable gains in knowledge of all preservice teachers. However, 
preservice teachers in the TAILS program showed further and broader application of 
knowledge, as well as higher self-rating in terms of preparedness to teach reading to 
primary students. Student participants in both conditions acquired similar gains in 
comprehension, with the exception that student participants who were tutored with TAILS 
demonstrated significant decoding growth.  
 Otaiba et al. (2012) concluded that, preservice teachers might benefit from 
structured tutoring, as well as furthering their knowledge in language and reading 
instructional practices through these experiences. The researchers also indicated that 
TAILS played a critical role in assisting preservice teachers, application of their 
knowledge in code-focused skills, as well as meaning-focused instruction. In addition, the 
researchers also suggested that further studies are needed to illustrate whether or not 
tutoring of certain reading programs, such as those that were used in this study, are 
necessary to assist preservice teachers in instructional knowledge and strategies. Further, 
it was emphasized by the researchers that future research with larger samples of both 
preservice teachers and students are also needed.  
 Lane et al. (2009) studied the components of a one-on-one literacy tutoring model 
that was necessary for assisting struggling beginning readers. The purpose of this study 
was to examine the effectiveness of the early literacy intervention, the University of 
Florida Literacy Initiative (UFLI), that was designed to individually assist struggling 
beginning readers. The participants of this study included 100 first-grade students who 
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scored below the 30th percentile on initial invented spelling assessments by two trained 
scorers (interrater reliability >.97). The participants came from twelve elementary schools 
in a medium-sized district in the southeastern United States. It should be noted that the 
majority of the participants in this study had very low scores on the Peabody Picture 
Vocabulary Test (M = 67.64, SD = 14.77). In addition, a large percentage of the 
participants came from low-income families and ethnic minority groups (73.4%).  
 An experimental design was used in the study. All participants were randomly 
assigned to treatment and control groups. During intervention, each session of the UFLI 
included various activities that promoted the growth of skills and knowledge including: 
(a) phonemic awareness, (b) print awareness, (c) decoding, (d) fluency, (e) 
comprehension, (f) word identification strategies, (g) modeling, (h) scaffolding, and (i) 
specific feedback. Thirty-two master’s-level graduate students from various departments 
(i.e., elementary and special education, communication disorders, and psychology) were 
selected as UFLI tutors. All of these tutors attended twelve hours of training prior to the 
start of tutoring, and weekly one-hour follow-up training sessions throughout the 
intervention. Members of the research team took turns observing each tutor for at least 
two tutoring sessions for treatment fidelity purposes (93% - 100%). Throughout each 
session, each tutor followed a set of five specific steps or conditions for each individual 
student: (1) gaining fluency – student read familiar books and completed word work with 
the tutor’s assistance for 7-9 minutes, (2) measuring progress – tutor recorded a running 
record with immediate reinforcement for 3-4 minutes, (3) writing for reading – discussion 
of book between tutor and student with a completion of several sentences for 6-8 
minutes, (4) reading a new book – tutor read to students with a “picture walk” word 
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work, and student read back to the tutor with his or her assistance for 7-9 minutes, and (5) 
extending literacy – tutor introduced a new text genre with brief discussion of its purpose 
for 5-7 minutes.  
 Univariate and multivariate analyses of covariance were conducted to examine 
and analyze the collected data. Comparisons were made among various five assigned 
condition groups using the above statistical tools. For the participants who received the 
complete tutoring model (Condition 1 and Condition 4), the analysis indicated significant 
increases in performance over the control group on the following components: (a) 
phonological awareness, (b) sight words, (c) decoding, and (d) word attack. Post hoc 
analyses revealed a decrease in participants’ performance when compared with the 
control group on both measures of decoding and word recognition skills. This evidence 
was found to be consistent with previous studies on manipulative letter work (Pullen, 
Lane, Lloyd, Nowak, & Ryals, 2005; Pullen & Lane, 2007). In short, the overall results 
yielded statistical significance across compared groups, as well as confirmed the 
effectiveness of the UFLI in enhancing the reading skills of struggling beginning readers.  
 Lane et al. (2009) concluded that the one-on-one tutoring model, UFLI, had 
helped classroom teachers support disadvantaged primary students with various reading 
difficulties. The researchers recommended future studies increase the sample size so that 
extensive conclusions about the critical reading components of the tutoring model could 
be made. Moreover, it was suggested that additional studies should be conducted with 
other student populations and different grade levels.  
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 Kamps et al. (2008) designed a study to explore the implementation of small 
group reading instruction. The purpose of this study was to examine the effectiveness of 
direct or explicit reading instruction for students of high risk for reading failure in 
kindergarten. A total of 83 students (44 boys and 39 girls) were selected from a larger 
pool of a longitudinal study examining the influences of a three-tier intervention model in 
reading and behavior at 11 elementary schools (Kamp & Greenwood, 2005). The 
characteristics of the targeted population included 59 English-speaking students and 24 
English language learners. 
 A quasi-experimental design was used in this study. In terms of statistical tools, 
descriptive statistics and repeated measures ANOVA with post hoc tests were conducted 
to compare the curriculum effects. Outcome data were collected using the Dynamic 
Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS) and the Woodcock Reading Mastery 
Test (WRMT-R). Evidence-based curricula (i.e., Reading Mastery, Early Interventions in 
Reading, and Read Well) were selected for the experimental schools. Guided Reading 
was used in the comparison schools. The above curricula were used during instructional 
delivery to all groups of six or less participants throughout the 30- to 40-min sessions (3 
times per week over a 2-year period). In the experimental schools, participants were 
instructed with direct instruction strategies, scripted lessons, teacher modeling, various 
reading activities with repeated practice for reinforcement purpose, and mastery learning 
during the sessions. At the comparison schools, Guided Reading was used to teach 
reading in larger groups, in addition to having the participants read and reread the 
literature at individualized levels. 
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 Noticeable gains in students’ reading achievement were demonstrated across the 
various curricula. Specifically, students who were exposed to the intervention of explicit 
reading instruction tended to excel more than students in the comparison schools. 
Students who were in the comparison schools showed gains in reading skills, but the 
growth was not as comparable as students who were in the experimental schools. 
Additionally, some of the students in the comparison school even advanced to grade-level 
performance skills. 
 Kamps et al. (2008) concluded that the results of this study concur with previous 
studies on the effectiveness of explicit instruction for students with reading difficulties 
(Kamps et al., 2003). According to the researchers, for future studies, the use of a three-
tier Response to Intervention (RTI) model could be used to manage interventions. In 
addition, it was recommended that further studies be conducted with long-term follow-up 
and consideration of various risk factors, such as low socioeconomic status, cultural 
diversity, and language delays.  
 Pullen et al. (2005) examined the decoding skills of nine struggling readers in first 
grade by systematically introducing daily explicit instruction on decoding skills of 
pseudowords to promote segmentation, blending, sounding out, and spelling skills. The 
entire study was conducted within two first-grade classrooms at a private, parochial 
school located in north central Florida. The number of pseudowords read correctly in one 
minute by the students was the dependent variable. The independent variable was the 
explicit instruction. A series of selected books with simple sentences and attractive 
colorful illustrations were ordered for the intervention. The same books were used with 
all participants during the study. First, for each small group of students, the instructor 
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introduced and read the books, and opportunities were given to the students to read the 
books with assistance for approximately 8-10 minutes. Second, after explicit instruction 
on alphabetic principle and decoding, the instructor taught various groups of students the 
target words from the books and how to segment the sounds of those words with 
manipulative letters for 12-15 minutes. Third, the students reread the books for additional 
practice for 6-8 minutes. Throughout the intervention phase, the instructors measured 
pseudoword decoding rates of students for each session.  
The researchers employed a multiple baseline across groups of children with a 
limited number of probes during baseline phase to examine the effects of the intervention. 
To establish treatment and interrater agreement, the researchers observed and assessed 
the effectiveness of the intervention using the observers’ checklists. Treatment fidelity 
scores, as well as interrater agreement, were at 100%. The results showed that students 
increased in their ability to read pseudowords correctly after each subsequent lesson from 
the instructors. Further, it was suggested that there was a high correlation between 
pseudoword decoding and reading comprehension of children (Pullen et al., 2005).  
Pullen et al. (2005) concluded that decoding skills acquisition should have been 
taught along with explicit instruction within small-group learning environments on a 
daily basis. As indicated by the results, the students were able to read more pseudowords 
correctly, as compared to the acquired percentage prior to any intervention (86.5% 
instead of 46.5%). Although the results of this study revealed an increase in students’ 
abilities to decode unknown pseudowords, the authors suggested recommendations that 
future studies should be focused on: (1) increasing the number of probes during baseline 
phase, (2) including text materials that contain as many decodable words as possible, (3) 
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examining the separate and combined effects of both materials and instructional 
practices, and (4) probing before the start of each lesson during the intervention phase.  
Blok, Otter, Overmaat, Glopper, and Hoeksma (2003) conducted a study to explore 
the potential impact of existing, ready-made reading programs for primary students. The 
purpose of the study was to compare the effects of three separate Dutch reading programs 
on students’ learning outcomes. The study took place in 46 various elementary schools 
with 425 selected students as participants (average age for all participants was 6.5 years).  
A comparative design was used in this study. Three published literacy programs 
(Every Child a Reader, Roads to Reading, and Risk-Free Reading) were compared based 
on the effects on word reading, reading comprehension, and spelling ability. Word 
reading was completed individually, whereas the other tests were group administered. 
The tests were administered by classroom teachers at the beginning and end of the first 
grade school year. All scores of the above tests were recorded and collected by the 
researchers throughout the duration of the study. Next, hierarchical linear modeling was 
used to analyze the collected data on program outcomes of word reading, reading 
comprehension, and spelling. The results of the analyses did not show any significant 
differences between participants’ learning outcomes between the three literacy programs. 
It was noted that the mean difference between the program outcomes were from .20 to 
.25. The insignificant differences were unexpected from the researchers.  
Blok et al. (2003) concluded that although the results did not reveal the possible 
influence of existing, ready-made reading programs on students’ growth in literacy skills, 
they suggested that future studies should place an emphasis on teacher characteristics, the 
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effects of literacy programs on individual variability of student outcomes, teaching styles, 
and teaching experience. Moreover, it was recommended that a larger sample of similar 
participants should be used in further research.  
As mentioned in chapter one, reading instruction from classrooms that build upon the 
Big 5 Ideas seems to gain better results in terms of reading growth. Research studies have 
focused on: (a) examining tutoring programs for preservice teachers, (b) one-on-one 
literacy tutoring models to assist struggling beginning readers, (c) comparing ready-made 
reading programs, (d) direct and small group instruction, and (e) decoding skills to 
promote segmentation, blending, sounding out words as well as spelling skills. From the 
reviewed studies, the overall results indicated the highly potential benefits for students in 
primary grades in the process of acquiring critical reading skills based on effective daily 
reading instruction and the implementation of appropriate reading programs (Blok et al., 
2003; Kamps et al., 2008; Lane et al., 2009; Otaiba et al., 2012; Pullen et al., 2005).  
Classroom Instructional Practices 
 Immediate attention on effective reading instructional practices in primary grades 
has been a priority of educational research (Bataineh & Al-Barakat, 2009; Coyne et al., 
2004; McMaster et al., 2007; Simpson, 2005). It was further emphasized that sound 
instructional practices should entail specific strategies that will increase the time spent on 
reading instruction, opportunities for students to engage and respond in reading-related 
topics, minimal interruptions during instructional time, and decreased time spent on non-
reading topics (NRC, 2001; Stichter et al., 2006, Stichter et al., 2008). Further, effective 
instructional practices in reading have a direct link to increased academic achievement, 
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on-task behaviors of students, and less unwanted behaviors (Gunter, Coutinho, & Cade, 
2002; Gunter, Hummel, & Conroy, 1998). 
 Al-Barakat and Bataineh (2011) designed a study to explore preservice teachers’ 
perceptions on instructional practices to develop children’s interest in reading. The 
purpose of this study was to empower both preservice and inservice teachers of young 
children to recognize the seven important categories to ignite initial interest in reading of 
their students. The categories include: (a) teaching and learning settings, (b) designing 
reading materials, (c) establishing a classroom library, (d) taking advantage of the local 
library, (e) implementating reinforcement, (f) maintaining appropriate relationships with 
parents, and (g) using technology and communication as effective teaching/learning 
resources. Ninety-three preservice teachers were selected from an undergraduate teacher 
preparation program at a university in Jordan as participants. As required by their final 
practicum for their program, the preservice teachers’ main responsibilities included: (a) 
observation to apply and evaluate classroom management; and (b) perform teaching, 
learning, and assessment tasks under the supervision of the corresponding cooperating 
teacher and a college supervisor.  
 A non-experimental design using qualitative semistructured interviews, was 
conducted to obtain necessary data. According to Merriam (2002), qualitative methods 
tend to emphasize of an individual’s views of his or her surroundings, as well as specific 
personal experiences at a certain time. First, in terms of data collection, seven professors 
from various departments developed a 16-day interview schedule that consisted of seven 
cautiously-chosen and modified questions. The seven departments represented included: 
(a) early childhood education, (b) curriculum and instruction, (c) measurement and 
90 
 
evaluation, (d) language teaching, and (e) applied linguistics. Second, each participant 
interview lasted approximately 20 to 35 minutes in length, and was videotaped, 
transcribed, and verified for content accuracy. Third, consultation with a third colleague 
of the researchers was sought to confirm the validity and appropriateness of the entire 
data transcription. Next, all collected data was analyzed by the researchers using 
grounded theory to examine each of the seven critical categories of the study’s purpose.  
 The thorough analysis of the collected data indicated agreement among all 
participants about their own teaching practices that influenced students’ interest in 
reading in seven categories. The findings within each of these categories were reported as 
followed: within the category of teaching and learning practices, there were more than 
75% of participants who perceived classroom practices as critical to supporting students 
to establish interests, as well as positive attitudes toward reading. Within designing 
reading materials, the analysis showed most participants agreed that classroom teachers 
should design specific reading materials to meet the individualized needs and levels of 
each student. Within establishing a classroom library, a majority of all participants 
expressed the necessity of additional in-class books in promoting students’ interests in 
reading. Within taking advantage of the local library, 60% of participants believed its 
potential benefits to students in exploring and gaining initial interests in reading. Within 
implementing of reinforcement, all participants described how appropriate types of 
reinforcement were essential in motivating students to read. Within maintaining 
appropriate relationships with parents, the analysis revealed that there was an immediate 
need (only 16% of participants discussed the importance of this particular category) for 
teachers to involve parents in assisting their own children to grow interests in reading. 
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Finally, within using technology and communication as effective teaching/learning 
resources, most participants strongly believed that this specific category should be 
integrated into all aspects of daily teaching and learning.   
 In addition to the importance of the above seven critical categories, Al-Barakat 
and Bataineh (2011) concluded that classroom teachers should: (a) make use of existing 
evidence-based practices in teaching reading, (b) individualize their daily reading 
instruction with various groups, and (c) provide ample opportunities for students to 
develop their own interests in text reading. Based on the results of this study, the 
researchers suggested further studies be conducted to validate the existing results by 
examining actual reading instructional practices of both preservice and inservice teachers 
within their classroom environments.   
 Hsieh, Hemmeter, McCollum, and Ostrosky (2009) conducted a study on the 
effects of early childhood teachers’ use of emergent literacy teaching strategies. The 
purpose of this study was to examine the impact of in-classroom coaching of primary 
teachers’ daily literacy instructional practices. The study was conducted in five 
classrooms at two different towns in the Midwest of the United States. Five early 
childhood teachers participated in the study (one Asian-American and four Caucasian). 
Out of the five participants, three teachers worked in child care centers, and two in public 
school pre-K programs. 
 A multiple baseline design across subjects was used to investigate the effects of 
in-classroom coaching on teachers’ ability to teach various reading components (oral 
language, comprehension of text, phonological awareness, phonics, print concepts, and 
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written language). Prior to the intervention, baseline data were collected on key reading 
and writing components throughout the literacy activities of the five classrooms. The 
coaching and implementation processes of the intervention composed of three steps 
during the six weeks of sessions: (1) initial meeting with teachers to introduce teaching 
strategies on the mentioned reading components by the researchers of this study, (2) 
semi-weekly observations that included follow-up discussion using collected 
observational data, and (3) maintenance assessments once every three sessions for each 
classroom.  
 Additionally, an observational checklist and a questionnaire were developed to 
collect data on teachers’ use of the “coached” teaching strategies, as well as teachers’ 
overall perceptions of the effectiveness of the coaching intervention. Further, two 
instruments were used to measure the students’ literacy development before and after the 
intervention (i.e., Individual Growth Development Indicators (IGDIs) and the Book 
Handling Knowledge). After six weeks of intervention, the results were graphed to 
represent three separate areas: (1) teachers’ use of the literacy teaching strategies, (b) 
teachers’ perceptions of the coaching intervention, and (3) students’ growth in early 
literacy skills.  
First, the coaching sessions increased each of the teachers’ use of strategies to teach 
all reading components. As indicated, the teachers used the strategies more often during 
the intervention when compared to baseline. Further, it was noted by the researchers that 
teachers continued to use the strategies after the intervention was concluded. Second, all 
teachers reported that the coaching was very useful (M = 4.8). During the intervention, 
they all felt confident that they were able to plan literacy activities as well as arrange 
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literacy enriched learning environments (M = 4.8). Third, in terms of students’ literacy 
performance, paired t-tests results indicated that students demonstrated significant 
improvement on picture naming, alliteration, rhyming, and book handling knowledge.  
 Hsieh et al. (2009) concluded that in-classroom coaching on literacy teaching 
strategies was effective for the involved participants. Because of the effects of this type 
of coaching, students’ reading gains increased as classroom teachers began to use more 
teaching strategies that were guided by the researchers during daily literacy instructional 
periods. It was noted by the researchers that the results of this study might not be 
generalized to other coaching approaches. Further, it was also suggested that this type of 
coaching might be beneficial to site administrators to use as part of their on-going 
professional development for the teachers in their schools.  
 Stichter et al. (2009) investigated teachers’ use of reading instructional time 
within the classrooms of two Title One schools and two Non-Title One schools in a mid-
sized Midwest city. Fifteen teachers at Title One schools (two kindergarten, two first 
grade, three second grade, four third grade, two fourth grade, and two fifth grade) were 
chosen as participants. At the Non-title One schools, 20 teachers participated in this study 
(three kindergarten, three first grade, two second grade, four third grade, three fourth 
grade, and five fifth grade). There were a total of 175 classroom observations (each 
observation from 45 to 60 minutes) over the course of two years. The Setting Factors 
Assessment Tool (SFAT) was used as a leading protocol in this study. The SFAT was 
used as an assessment tool to indicate effective reading instruction for all students that 
had various environmental and instructional variables. 
94 
 
 All data were collected by the same five data collectors with an average inter-
raters agreement of 85% over a period of two years. First, mean percentages of time were 
calculated to determine the effects of instructional group practices (i.e., small group, 
whole group, independent group, peer group, and transition). The following were the 
breakdown of mean percentages of time in various contexts during reading instructional 
time: (1) whole group instruction, M = .40; SD = .19; (2) independent work, M = .32; SD 
= .18; (3) small group work, M = .08; SD = .14; (4) peer work, M = .08; SD = .11; and (5) 
transition, M = .08; SD = .04. Second, correlations were computed to examine 
relationships between instructional settings, instructional practices, teacher behavior, and 
student behavior. Lastly, ANOVAs were used to compare group differences between 
Title One and Non-Title One schools. The instructional contexts and instructional 
practices were independent variables and teacher behavior was the dependent variable. 
The results yielded two significant values (p < .05) as well as two other findings with 
approaching significance. The overall findings indicated that teachers in the Title-One 
schools spent a significant amount of time on non-instructional conversations, 
transitioning, and providing negative feedback by exiting students from the classroom 
than the teachers at Non-Title One schools.  
 Stichter et al. (2009) concluded that opportunities for teachers to use additional 
effective reading instruction, and grouping of students were necessary. The teachers of all 
four schools in the study were likely to engage in non-instructional conversations during 
the transitions periods. The authors also noticed that there was an increase in positive 
feedback throughout independent seatwork. In terms of implications for future research, 
the authors suggested that further studies should examine the quality of teachers’ reading 
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instruction in various groupings. In addition, the effects of student groupings during 
reading times should be measured directly by student outcomes. 
 McIntyre, Rightmyer, Powell, Powers, and Petrosko (2006) studied the effects of 
primary students’ length of time spent in reading. The purpose of this study was to 
examine the needed amount of time first graders spent reading connected text (i.e., in 
reads little and reads much classrooms). Twenty six first grade teachers and 66 first 
grade students were selected as participants across 10 schools. The geographical location 
of the study was not mentioned.  
 A mixed methodology of both quantitative and qualitative measures was used. 
Two instruments were used to assess students’ reading performance: Clay’s hearing and 
recording sounds, and the Flynt Cooter Informal Reading Inventory. In addition, pre- and 
posttests of students’ reading ability were given to each individual student during the 
months of September (pre) and May (post). The researchers collected data by observing, 
recording field notes on teachers’ reading instructional practices, and interviewing the 
teachers on the same day of the observations. Each teacher was observed four times 
between 90 and 180 minutes during each visit. After all observation and interview data 
were collected, the researchers analyzed all data using the qualitative procedures 
suggested by Miles and Huberman (1994).  
 Independent samples t-tests were used to analyze the quantitative data. The results 
revealed that students who were in reads little classrooms made significant gains in terms 
of phonics growth (M = 13.87, n = 45) when compared to students in reads much 
classrooms (M = 9.19, n = 21) over a one year period, t(56) = -2.22, p < .04. It should be 
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noted that the students in the reads little classrooms scored much lower mean on the 
pretests (M = 19.19, n = 51) than students in the reads much classrooms (M = 26.19, n = 
21), as indicated by a separate independent samples t-test, t(70) = -2.84, p < .01. As 
shown by the mean scores of posttests, there was not a significant difference on the 
broader measures of reading improvement of both reads little and read much classrooms 
[M = 33.00, n = 45; M = 35.38, n = 21; t(64) = -1.67, p >.05].  
 McIntyre et al. (2006) concluded that although there was evidence of significant 
growth in phonics measures of students from the reads little classrooms when compared 
to reads much classrooms, the noticeable change might have been due to the fact that 
students in these reads little classrooms may have been developmentally ripe for phonics 
instruction. Therefore, it was suggested by the researchers that further studies focus on 
other contributing factors such as: (a) time spent in reading with mediation from 
classroom teachers, (b) repeated readings, (c) choral reading, (d) paired reading, (e) 
assisted oral reading, and (f) independent reading. Moreover, the researchers of this study 
highly recommended that explicit instruction be followed consistently by classroom 
teachers to assist struggling primary readers throughout their daily reading instructional 
practices. 
 Guthrie, Schafer, Secker, and Alban (2000) conducted a study to investigate how 
school-level reading instruction influenced the performance of students across content 
areas. The purpose of this study was to examine the effects of daily reading instructional 
practices of primary classroom teachers (K-6) on all six subject areas (i.e., reading, 
writing, mathematics, science, social studies, and language use). Classroom teachers of 
three middle-income districts in northeast regions of the United States participated in this 
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study. The participants were asked to complete Likert-type questionnaires on typical 
daily reading instruction (545 participants responded to the questionnaires).  
 A cross-sectional survey design was used by the researchers of this study. In 
terms of instrumentation, the state-mandated performance test of achievement during 
May for primary and middle school students (MSPAP) was used as part of the data 
collection purposes across content areas. The involved students were randomly assigned 
to various groups and locations to complete the MSPAP in 90 minutes over five 
consecutive days. All performance assessments were scored by 36 trained personnel from 
students who scored below 70% accuracy for immediate and further training.  
 To conduct the meta-analyses of data from both the MSPAP and the 
questionnaires’ responses, the researchers used various statistical tools such as general 
descriptive statistics, correlations, and Chi-square tests to compute various measures, as 
well as an effect size for changes in achievement from 1995 to 1996 for each 
participating school. The results revealed that there were significant correlations among 
learning resources of various subject areas and classroom teachers’ instructional practices 
in primary grades. According to the analyses, it seemed that primary teachers emphasized 
basal programs and comprehension instruction more than intermediate teachers.  
The effect of each school reading program on all achievement variables was 
calculated with Chi-square analyses. First, the effect of reading instruction was 
statistically significant on mathematics achievement changes, X
2
(6, N =32) = 18.377, p < 
.005. Second, in terms of prediction on achievement change in science, reading 
instruction was also significant, X
2
(6, N = 32) = 16.093, p < .013. Third, reading 
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instruction also significantly affected writing scores, X
2
(6, N = 32) = 14.337, p < .026. 
Lastly, reading instruction was not determined to be the main factor in predicting 
achievement changes in language and social studies scores on the MSPAP.  
 Guthrie et al. (2000) concluded that characteristics of school reading programs 
impacted achievement changes in various content areas for both primary and middle-
school grades. The authors suggested that classroom teachers who used effective reading 
strategies, such as comprehension instruction, might also use similar strategies within 
other content areas in their daily instructional practices. It was recommended that further 
studies continue to focus on examining the possible effects of reading instruction on the 
instruction of other content areas during classroom teachers’ daily teaching. Lastly, since 
the participants were primarily highly educated and experienced, future studies should 
also place an emphasis on urban schools with less experienced or trained classroom 
teachers.  
 Various attempts have been made by researchers to recognize the important 
components of effective reading instructional practices including: (1) using approaches to 
maximize instructional time, (2) engaging students, (3) providing opportunities to 
respond, and (4) using instructional time on reading-related topics. The results of past 
studies revealed preferable students’ reading outcomes when classroom teachers 
consistently implemented evidence-based practices in teaching daily reading, 
individualized instruction, proper use of instructional time in reading, as well as the use 
of in-classroom coaching of teachers’ daily literacy instructional practices (Al-Barakat & 
Bataineh, 2011; Guthrie et al., 2000; Hsieh et al., 2009; McIntyre et al., 2006; Sticher et 
al., 2009).  
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Summary of Related Literature 
 Various studies indicated the acquisition of phonemic awareness skills as essential 
to the early literacy development of primary students. Therefore, classroom teachers 
should focus on promoting and teaching these skills as frequently as possible so that 
students will be able to gain adequate reading ability in order to become successful in 
subsequent learning across content areas (Boyer & Ehri, 2011; Castles et al., 2011). 
Findings from the literature support teachers’ use of specific and individualized reading 
strategies to teach phonemic awareness skills to their students on a daily basis. The 
results of different studies reveal significant growth in phonemic awareness skills of 
students over time when effective reading instruction is in place (Abbott et al., 2002; 
McIntyre et al., 2008; Yeh, 2003).  
 As part of the five strands of reading instruction, there have been a number of 
comparative studies on the effectiveness of phonics instruction. Results from these 
studies have shown that systematic phonics-based reading interventions tend to expedite 
the gains of both language minority (LM) and non-LM students (Graaff et al., 2009;  
Vadasy & Sanders, 2011). Further, the literature suggests that appropriate use of highly 
decodable texts, as well as other contributing factors on reading growth such as reading 
readiness, seem to increase phonics skills for elementary school students (Beverly et al., 
2009; McIntyre et al., 2008; Mesmer, 2005).  
 The ability of students to read across subject areas depends on how classroom 
instructional practices promote the growth and use of vocabulary. Results from past and 
current studies support the necessity to incorporate computer-assisted vocabulary 
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programs and electronic storybooks into the daily teaching of reading, particularly for 
students from diverse and low socioeconomic backgrounds (Cohen & Johnson, 2011; 
Fehr et al., 2012, Smeets & Bus, 2012). In addition, it is evident that the consistent use of 
explicit vocabulary instruction and progress monitoring tools helps primary students 
increase their acquisition of new vocabulary (Biemiller & Boote, 2006; Wasik et al., 
2009).  
 The literature suggests that the frequent implementation of evidence-based 
fluency programs is essential to alleviate deficits in reading fluency for all students 
(Begeny, 2011; Martens et al., 2007; Meisinger et al., 2010). Among other effective 
strategies to increase students’ reading fluency, paired-reading and differentiated 
instruction to tailor instruction to the individual need of each student is also critical for 
reading fluency growth. Moreover, it is suggested that classroom teachers place an 
emphasis on how each of their students is able to use the learned strategies in reading 
fluency during their daily reading-related activities (Ferrara, 2005; Speece & Ritchey, 
2005). 
 There are various research studies that focus on the reciprocal relationship 
between reading fluency and reading comprehension. Therefore, it is suggested that 
classroom teachers consider careful planning and delivery of reading lessons that 
expedite students’ reading abilities (Kim et al., 2012; Neddenriep et al., 2011). Other 
studies also indicate the importance of classroom teachers to recognize contributing 
factors such as the use of students’ prior knowledge to help them in the process of 
enhancing comprehension skills (Dermitzaki et al., 2008; Klingner et al., 2010; Thames 
et al., 2008).  
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 Many researchers emphasize that the overall reading ability of students tends to 
increase in classrooms that build upon the five strands of effective reading instruction. 
Findings from various studies reveal the effectiveness of: (a) tutoring programs for 
preservice teachers, (b) one-on-one literacy tutoring models, (c) ready-made reading 
programs, (d) direct and small group instruction, and (e) decoding lessons (Blok et al., 
2003; Kamps et al., 2008; Lane et al., 2009; Otaiba et al., 2012; Pullen et al., 2005).  
 Findings from the literature continuously support classroom teachers’ use of 
evidence-based instructional practices. Based on the significant increases in students’ 
growth, it is suggested by a number of researchers that there are four essential 
components of adequate reading instructional practice: (a) maximize instructional time, 
(b) engage students, (c) provide opportunities to respond, and (d) provide instructional 
time on structured reading-related lessons (Al-Barakat & Bataineh, 2011; Guthrie et al., 
2000; Hsieh et al., 2009; McIntyre et al., 2006; Sticher et al., 2009).  
 This study examined first grade teachers’ perceptions of their own levels of 
knowledge of the Big 5 Ideas and examines the possibility of influences on daily reading 
instructional practices. A mixed-methods design including a developed questionnaire and 
an observational checklist based on evidence-based practices in reading was used to 
collect quantitative and qualitative data in an attempt to answer the six research 
questions.  
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CHAPTER THREE 
METHODOLOGY 
Overview 
 Research has indicated that fundamental literacy skills in kindergarten and first 
grade as critical building blocks of subsequent reading skills and learning strategies 
(Coyne et al., 2004). Studies have shown that reading instruction that consistently used 
the five strands of effective reading instruction (Big 5 Ideas) has the tendency to provide 
primary students the appropriate reading components and expedite their reading growth 
(Bowman & Trieman, 2004; Cambourne, 2002; Foorman & Torgesen, 2001; McIntyre et 
al., 2008; Piasta et al., 2009; Snow et al., 1998; Torgesen, 2004). 
 First grade teachers are among many other educators who help directly shape the 
basic foundation of early literacy skills in primary students. Their perceptions and levels 
of literacy concepts could influence their daily reading instructional practices (Piasta et 
al., 2009). Various studies indicated that students of teachers who followed the five 
strands of reading instruction had higher reading abilities when compared to other groups 
of students (Bloom, & Hynd, 2010; Connor et al., 2009; Connor et al., 2004). However, 
past and recent studies on reading instruction have emphasized student outcomes rather 
than examining primary teachers’ perceptions, their levels of knowledge of literacy 
concepts, and the possible influence of these factors on their daily instruction (Piasta et 
al., 2009).  
The purpose of this study was to examine first grade teachers’ perceptions of the Big 
5 Ideas, their levels of knowledge of the Big 5 Ideas, their daily implementation of the 
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Big 5 Ideas, and the relationship between first grade teachers’ perceptions of the Big 5 
Ideas and their actual implementation of the Big 5 Ideas, as well as to make future 
implications or suggestions for both researchers and practitioners. This chapter presents 
the methods and procedures that were followed during the entire study and provides 
detailed descriptions of the following parts: (a) research questions, (b) participants, (c) 
setting, (d) instrumentation, (e) materials and equipment, (f) design and procedures, (g) 
procedures for reliability and validity, (h) treatment of the data, (i) limitations and 
delimitations.  
Research Questions 
The following research questions guided this current study: 
1. What are first grade teachers’ perceptions of the Big 5 Ideas in effective reading 
instruction? 
2. What are first grade teachers’ levels of knowledge of the Big 5 Ideas? 
3. How often do first grade teachers use the Big 5 Ideas during their actual daily 
teaching practices? 
4. Is there a difference in first grade teachers’ perceptions of the Big 5 Ideas based 
on degree types, number of years teaching, or types of licensure? 
5. Is there a difference in first grade teachers’ implementation of the Big 5 Ideas 
based on the number of literacy or reading courses taken during their teacher 
preparation programs? 
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6. Is there a relationship between first grade teachers’ perceptions of the Big 5 Ideas 
and their actual implementation of the Big 5 Ideas? 
Participants 
The participants were chosen using targeted sampling, which offers the researcher of 
this study the opportunity to select the participants using certain criteria (i.e., first grade 
teachers have been teaching first grade students for a year or more). The participants in 
this study were first grade teachers whose delivered daily reading lessons to the first 
grade student population. All teachers’ participation depended on their providing 
electronic consent to participate in the survey prior to answering any items on the 
questionnaire. Pett et al. (2003) suggested that 10 subjects per item are needed to reduce 
sampling error. Comrey and Lee (1992) offered guidelines to assess the adequacy of the 
total sample size in survey development and implementation as followed: (a) 50-very 
poor, (b) 100-poor, (c) 200-fair, (d) 300-good, (e) 500-very good, and (f) 1000 or more-
excellent. Further, Tabachnick and Fidell (2001) indicated that it is preferable to have at 
least 300 cases for factor analysis. 
 A 78- item questionnaire was developed using initial item analysis and exploratory 
factor analysis. Based on the above guidelines, seven hundred and eighty first grade 
teachers were asked to be included in this study (see details in Design and Procedures 
section). There were approximately 218-220 elementary schools in the southwest county 
examined in this study. Three to four first grade classrooms were selected from each of 
the 220 elementary schools. The demographics of all participants (first grade teachers) 
were categorized by: (a) number of teachers in each school, (b) age range, (c) gender, (d) 
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ethnicity, (e) class size, (f) percentage of boys and girls in each classroom, (g) number of 
year of teaching experience, (h) number of literacy courses taken during teacher 
preparation program, (i) type of teaching license, and (j) level of education. In addition, 
demographic information of the five observed first grade teachers (i.e., five first grade 
classrooms were observed by five research assistants during the 5-day observations or 
qualitative part of the study) was also included (see table 11).  
Table 1 
Demographic Information of First Grade Teachers  
  Number of Teachers                                  Frequency                                       Percent                                     
          Two                                                          2                                                    .9 
          Three       11                                                  5.1 
          Four                                                        15                                                  7.0   
          Five             79                                                 36.7 
          Five or more                                         104                                                 48.4 
          Total                           211                                                 98.1 
          Missing                                                     4                                                   1.9                                                  
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Table 2 
Demographic Information of Teachers’ Age 
     Age                                                Frequency                                            Percent                                     
20-25 years                                                5                                                          2.3 
25-30 years                                              27                                                        12.6 
30-35 years                                              37                                                        17.2 
35-40 years                                              22                                                        10.2 
40 or more                                             120                                                        55.8     
Total                                                      211                                                        98.1 
Missing                                                     4                                                          1.9 
 
Table 3 
Demographic Information of Teachers’ Gender 
     Gender                                           Frequency                                            Percent                                     
       Male                      20                                                       9.3 
       Female                                              189                                                     87.9 
       Total         209                                                     97.2 
       Missing                       6           2.8                                                                                                 
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Table 4 
Demographic Information of Teachers’ Ethnicity 
     Ethnicity                                            Frequency                                            Percent                                     
      White             153           71.2 
      African-American                                   14                   6.5 
      Asian-American             15             7.0 
      Hispanic              21               9.8 
      European               3                                1.4 
      Total           206           95.8 
      Missing                          9                                                        4.2     
 
Table 5 
Demographic Information of Teachers’ Class Size 
     Class Size                                           Frequency                                            Percent                                     
      10-15               1                .5 
      15-20                                                      54            25.1 
      20-25                      143                                  66.5 
      25-30              13                6.0 
      30-35               1                                   .5 
      Total            212            98.6 
      Missing                          3                                                         1.4    
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Table 6 
Demographic Information of Teachers’ Percentage of Boys and Girls 
    Percentage of Boys and Girls              Frequency                                            Percent                                     
      40/60               50            23.3 
      50/50                                                        65            30.2 
      60/40                         57                                  26.5 
      70/30               29              13.5 
      80/20                7                                 3.3 
      Total            208            96.7 
      Missing                          7                                                         3.3     
 
Table 7 
Demographic Information of Teachers’ Teaching Experience 
     Number of Year of Teaching Experience                 Frequency                         Percent                                     
                                  1-3              50        23.3          
                                  3-6               42                                  19.5 
                                  6-9                                                       48                                  22.3 
                                  9-12                                                     23                                  10.7 
                                 12 or more                                            49                                  22.8 
                                 Total                        212                                 98.6           
                                 Missing                           3                                    1.4                                                        
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Table 8 
Demographic Information of Teachers’ Number of Literacy Courses Taken 
     Number of Literacy Course Taken                            Frequency                         Percent                                     
                             One                         4                  1.9          
                             Two             15                                   7.0 
                             Three                                                      28                                 13.0 
                             Four                                                        27                                 12.6 
                             Five or more                                         136                                 63.3 
                             Total                      210                                 97.7 
                            Missing                                                     5                                    2.3                             
                                  
Table 9 
Demographic Information of Teachers’ Type of Teaching License 
     Type of Teaching License                            Frequency                         Percent                                     
               Elementary                       189       87.9          
               Early Childhood                        12                                    5.6 
               Special Education                                       3                                     1.4 
               K-12 Special License                                 4                                      1.9 
               Total                                  208                                   96.7 
               Missing                                                      7                                      3.3                             
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Table 10 
Demographic Information of Teachers’ Level of Education 
     Level of Education                                    Frequency                                      Percent                                     
               B.S                      37                 17.2          
               B.A                                                         21                                                 9.8 
               M.Ed/M.S                                            147                                                68.4 
               Ed.S                                                         1                                                    .5 
               Ed.D/Ph.D                                               4                                                  1.9 
               Total                                                     210                                                97.7            
               Missing                                                    5                                                  2.3                             
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Table 11 
Demographic Information of Five Observed First Grade Teachers 
 Information              Teacher 1      Teacher 2        Teacher 3       Teacher 4        Teacher 5                                     
  Age                            25-30            35-40             40 or more       35-40              30-35 
  Class size                   20-25            20-25             20-25               20-25              15-20 
  Gender                       Female          Female          Female             Female            Female 
  Experience                 6-9 yrs          1-3 yrs           9-12 yrs            6-9 yrs            6-9 yrs 
  Education                  M.Ed             M.Ed             M.Ed                 M.Ed              B.A 
  Literacy Course         4                   5 or more       5 or more          5 or more        4 
  Licensure                   Elem.            Elem.             Elem.                Elem.              Elem. 
  Ethnicity                    Asian            White             Hispanic           White             White 
                          
                
In addition, Salkind (2009) has also suggested that researchers employing surveys 
should increase their sample size by 40% to 50% to alleviate unexpected low response 
rates. 
 The Director of Literacy of this southwest school district aided the researcher in 
ensuring that the following four criteria were met before first grade teachers would be 
included in this study:  
1. The teachers have graduated from traditional or on-campus accredited teacher 
preparation programs in the United States.  
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2. The teachers have been teaching first grade students for a year or more in this 
southwest school district. 
3. The teachers have taken at least one early literacy development course during 
their teacher preparation programs or professional development.  
4. The teachers completed their student-teaching experiences in kindergarten, or 
first, or second grade classrooms during the last semester of their teacher 
preparation programs.  
Setting 
 Although the study was conducted primarily through an online survey (Qualtrics, 
2012), the five-day classroom observations of the qualitative part of the study make it 
necessary to provide an overview of the settings of schools and the types of teachers (780 
first grade teachers). The approximate 220 elementary schools are located in different 
regions within a school district of a southwestern state of the United States. The locations 
of the schools vary from very affluent residential areas to low socioeconomic areas of the 
school district. In terms of demographics of the settings or schools, the researcher of this 
study has examined the following: (a) school region, and (b) school socioeconomic status 
(title I or non-title I).  
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Table 12 
Demographic Information of Participating Schools’ Regions 
     School Region                                     Frequency                                          Percent                                     
        Southeast               53                                             24.7 
        Southwest                                              45                                                    20.9    
        Northeast                                               48                                                    22.3        
        Northwest                                              48                                                    22.3 
        Not Sure                                                15                                                      7.0                  
        Total                        209                                                    97.2                                             
        Missing                                                   6                                                       2.8 
           
Table 13 
Demographic Information of Participating School’s Socioeconomic Status 
     School Socioeconomic Status                     Frequency                                     Percent                                     
                    Title One                    156                                    72.6    
                    Non-title One                                     55                                               25.6 
                    Total                                                 211                                               98.1 
                    Missing                                                4                                                 1.9             
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Instrumentation 
Unlike other disciplines, researchers in social sciences often find themselves 
measuring phenomena (latent variables) that are impossible to measure directly (Field, 
2009). A mixed methodological design (see details in Design and Procedures section of 
this chapter) featuring a questionnaire which included the instructional practice checklist 
of the Big 5 Ideas and an observation checklist was used to provide data to answer the six 
research questions in the study. First, a questionnaire was developed using a systematic 
process of exploratory factor analysis (Pett et al., 2003). Second, an instructional practice 
checklist was also developed based upon the current evidence-based strategies and 
instruction in reading and used as the second part of questionnaire (Mraz et al., 2008; 
Newton et al., 2008; Padak & Rasinski, 2008; Rasinski & Padak, 2008; Zimmerman et 
al., 2008). Third, an observation checklist was developed based upon the items of the 
above established questionnaire and used during the last phase of the study.  
After being tested through initial item analysis by Statistical Package for Social 
Sciences (SPSS), the 78-item questionnaire utilizing a 5-point Likert scale should have an 
internal consistency reliability (Cronbach’s Alpha) of at least .80 or above. Experts have 
recommended that survey researchers should be using exploratory factor analysis (EFA) 
when they are uncertain of the number of factors necessary to clarify the 
interrelationships between a set of characteristics, indicators, or items (Pedhasur & 
Schmelkin, 1991; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). Further, the researcher of this study was 
advised by an expert in survey design and development to omit the pilot studies because 
they are time-consuming (N= 780 first grade teachers) and expensive (Taasoobshirazi, 
2012). This expert has stated that there will not be much, if any, difference in results 
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without the pilot studies and has suggested that the researcher run EFA on the developed 
questionnaire after all survey responses are collected from the participants. 
There were 7 latent variables in this study: (a) phonemic awareness, (b) phonics, (c) 
fluency, (d) vocabulary, (e) comprehension, (f) demographic information of schools, and 
(g) demographic information of teachers. First, each of the above first 5 latent variables 
consists of 13 items (general questionnaire and instructional practices items) that 
specifically addressed the first three research questions on: (1) first grade teachers’ 
perceptions of the Big 5 Ideas, (2) first grade teachers’ levels of knowledge of the Big 5 
Ideas, and (3) how often these teachers use the Big 5 Ideas during their daily reading 
instructional times. Second, the last 2 latent variables contain a total of 13 items (3 and 10 
items, respectively) that addressed demographic information of schools and teachers in 
the following order: (a) number of teachers in each school, (b) age range, (c) gender, (d) 
ethnicity, (e) class size, (f) percentage of boys and girls in each classroom, (g) number of 
years of teaching experience, (h) number of literacy courses taken during teacher 
preparation program, (i) types of teaching license, and (j) level of education. The above 2 
latent variables also addressed the last three research questions on: (1) the difference in 
first grade teachers’ perceptions of the Big 5 Ideas based on degree types, number of 
years teaching, or types of licensure, (2) the difference in first grade teachers’ 
implementation of the Big 5 Ideas based on the number of literacy courses taken during 
their teacher preparation programs, and (3) the relationship between first grade teachers’ 
perceptions of the Big 5 Ideas and their actual implementation of the Big 5 Ideas. 
According to Marshall and Rossman (2006), observation is a systematic approach of 
noting and recording of behaviors, events, and objects in a particular social setting. 
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Observation methods vary from highly structured and detailed descriptions of behavior 
such as observational checklists to a more general interpretation of behaviors or events. 
By pairing the developed observational checklist with the above questionnaire, it is the 
researcher’s intention to confirm and examine the possible differences or similarities in 
the responses to the questionnaires from a representative group of first grade teachers (5 
classrooms for a period of 5 instructional days) and their actual daily reading 
instructional practices of the Big 5 Ideas.  
In short, as mentioned in chapter 1 of this study, it is critical to acknowledge the 
perceptions and actual practices of the related literacy knowledge of all teachers since it 
might influence their daily reading lessons. It is also important for primary students, 
particularly in kindergarten and first grade, to acquire the necessary literacy skills as early 
as possible for successful subsequent reading skill development (Coyne et al. 2004). 
Moreover, it is suggested that daily reading instruction of primary classrooms that builds 
upon the Big 5 Ideas tends to assist primary students to achieve additional reading 
advancement (Bowman & Trieman, 2004; Cambourne, 2002; Foorman & Torgesen, 
2001; McIntyre et al., 2008; Piasta et al., 2009; Snow et al., 1998; Torgesen, 2004). 
Materials and Equipment 
In the first phase of the study, Qualtrics, a well-established online survey company, 
was used to send out the entire developed questionnaire and receive responses from all 
participants (Qualtrics, 2012). The researcher sent the questionnaire and consent forms to 
all potential participants using the first grade teachers’ email addresses as provided by the 
Director of Literacy of the school district (see Design and Procedures section of this 
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chapter for details). The researcher anticipates that the entire questionnaire should not 
take the participants more than 30-45 minutes to complete and submit. Next, the second 
phase of the study will consist of classroom observations. It is impractical and time-
consuming for the researcher of this study to conduct observations of all 780 first grade 
teachers for a period of 5 instructional days. Instead, 5 research assistants will use the 
developed observational checklist in 5 representative first grade classrooms. 
Additionally, this issue will be addressed as one of the limitations of the study. 
Design and Procedures 
 The research design of this study used both quantitative and qualitative measures. 
A mixed methodological of cross-sectional and observational design was used (Babbie, 
1990; Fowler, 2009; Marshall & Rossman, 2006; Pett et al., 2003). In the quantitative 
part of the study, first, the research questionnaire was developed based upon the teaching 
strategies from a collection of evidence-based textbooks of the five strands of effective 
reading instruction (Mraz et al., 2008; Newton et al., 2008; Padak & Rasinski, 2008; 
Zimmerman et al., 2008). Each item and format was developed to match the purpose and 
address all research questions of the current study. Again, it was expected by the 
researcher that the developed questionnaire should have the internal consistency 
reliability (Cronbach’s Alpha) of at least .80 or above. Therefore, EFA in SPSS assessing 
characteristics of matrices for sufficient sample size, extraction, rotation, interpretation, 
and naming each of the 7 factors was conducted after the final collection of questionnaire 
responses from the participants. Second, in the qualitative part of the study, observations 
for a period of 5 consecutive days (approximately 60 to 90 minutes of reading instruction 
per day) from 5 conveniently selected first grade classrooms were conducted by 5 
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research assistants during the last stage of the data collection process. All data collectors 
or research assistants were trained and used observational checklists that were generated 
from the items of the developed questionnaire in this study. The purpose of this part of 
the study was for the researcher and research assistants to visually examine, confirm, and 
compare the possible similarities or differences in questionnaire responses and first grade 
teachers’ actual daily implementation of the five strands of effective reading instruction 
(Big 5 Ideas) during their daily instructional practices.  
The Development of Teachers’ Perceptions of the Big Five Ideas Questionnaire 
(TPBFIQ) 
 Various studies have emphasized the importance of building the necessary 
foundation in early literacy skills acquisition in early grades, specifically in kindergarten 
and first grade (Coyne et al., 2004; Cunningham et al., 2004; Lonigan, 2006; Piasta et al., 
2009; Rupley et al., 2009). No previous studies have focused on first grade teachers’ 
perceptions of the Big 5 Ideas and their possible effects on daily reading instructional 
practices; therefore, the TPBFIQ was developed in an attempt to answer the six research 
questions of this current study. The following steps present an orderly description of the 
development of the above TPBFIQ.  
First, preliminary precautions in survey construction were followed through various 
steps and guidelines (Babbie, 1990; Fowler, 2009; Pett et al., 2003; Salkind, 2009). 
Second, the questionnaire included five response options (strongly disagree, disagree, 
undecided, agree, and strongly agree) for each of the 78 observed variables or items. 
Third, after all items were completed by the researcher of this study, the TPBFIQ was 
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sent to experts in: (a) reading and (b) survey development and statistical analysis for the 
review of content validity as well as the general construction of the entire questionnaire 
(Gelfer, 2012; Taasoobshirazi, 2012). Fourth, after the approval of the above experts and 
the collection of all returned responses from participants, all collected data was entered 
into Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) software for assessing adequate 
internal consistency reliability (Cronbach’s Alpha) of at least .80 or above. Fifth, 
following the guidelines of Pett et al. (2003), the researcher used SPSS to conduct the 
following subtests of EFA: (a) assessing characteristics of matrices for sufficient sample 
size, (b) extraction, (c) rotation, (d) interpretation, and (e) naming each of the 7 factors or 
latent variables. The following sections describe in detail various phases and stages 
during this entire study.   
Phase One: First Grade TPBFIQ 
There were five stages in phase one and two other stages in phase two in this study 
(see Appendix B for a timeline of the study). Stage one involved the preparation and 
development of the two necessary instruments: (a) first grade teachers’ perceptions of the 
Big Five Ideas questionnaire, (b) the observational checklist. A pilot study for the 
TPBFIQ is not necessary and is justified in the Delimitation section of this chapter. Stage 
two involved the completion and delivery of the paperwork required by the school district 
to gain permission for the study as well as the protocol approval of the institutional 
review board (see Appendix J and Appendix K).  
Stage three involved the identification and selection of first grade teachers for the 
current study. The researcher sought and received assistance from the Director of 
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Literacy of the participating southwestern school district (see Appendix C). 780 first 
grade teachers’ names were randomly selected from different elementary schools 
(approximately 3-4 teachers from each of the 220 elementary schools) that represent 
various regions of this school district. In addition, names of elementary schools, names 
and email addresses of principals, contact numbers of principals, school contact numbers, 
and email addresses of the above first grade teachers were obtained. 
During stage four, principals from all elementary schools were contacted by the 
researcher via emails for the purpose of introducing and brief explaining the current 
study. The researcher sent out two emails and attachments to both the principals and first 
grade teachers along with a timeline for the current study. Specifically, the emails 
included: (a) the principals’ letter of introduction that sought the principals’ approval for 
the study, asked them to indicate their willingness to participate through signed consent 
forms or returned letter via email, and offered a face-to-face meeting with the researcher 
if any principal felt such a meeting were necessary, and (b) introduction letters for the 
first grade teachers which asked them to indicate their agreement to participate through 
signed consent forms or returned letter via email. (see Appendix A and Appendix G).  
In stage five, after receiving the necessary consent forms returned by first grade 
teachers and principals via email attachments, the researcher sent emails to all involved 
first grade teachers to inform them that they were about to receive the questionnaires by 
Qualtrics to be completed and returned within a period of 2 weeks (as indicated in the 
timeline of the study in Appendix B). In addition to the above consent forms in stage 
four, the questionnaire also included the consent form at the beginning of the 
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questionnaire for the first grade teachers to indicate their willingness to participate (see 
Appendix A).  
Phase Two: Observations of First Grade Teachers 
After all questionnaire responses were returned from the participants by Qualtrics, 
stage six consisted of three parts. First, all questionnaire responses were entered into 
SPSS for initial item analysis and EFA. The names and responses of each participant 
were coded by numbers and were filed in a way known and accessible only to the 
researcher and the principal investigator (doctoral chair). The second part of stage six was 
the assignment and notification of the 5 first grade teachers selected to be observed 
during their 5 reading instructional days. These 5 first grade teachers were conveniently 
selected from a pool of those who indicated in their returned responses of part three of the 
questionnaire that they agreed to participate during the second phase or observational part 
of this study. Third, the researcher continued with the write-up process of the remaining 
chapters of the study.  
During stage seven, the researcher completed the following four steps: (a) the 
researcher sent out  approval forms via email to the selected 5 first grade teachers to 
confirm their willingness to participate during the second or observational phase of the 
study; (b) after receipt of confirmation emails, the researcher contacted these 5 first grade 
teachers to schedule dates and times of the observations with 5 research assistants; (c) the 
researcher examined the collected observational data;  and (d) the researcher continued 
with the write-up process of the remaining chapters of the study. As mentioned earlier, 
the observation rubric was developed and based on the questionnaire’s five strands of 
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effective reading instruction. Checkmarks indicating yes or no were used by the 5 
research assistants to mark the corresponding indicators when each of the 5 first grade 
teachers used the Big 5 Ideas during the entire 5 instructional days of phase two of this 
study.  
All collected data were managed, coded for comparative purposes of all 
questionnaire responses and observation checklists, and stored in the researcher’s 
computer files for at least a three-year period after the completion of the study. Only the 
principal investigator of this study and the researcher will have access to any information 
or submitted responses from participants. Confidentiality of all participants is protected at 
all times.  
Procedures for Reliability and Validity 
 As noted in the above section, the errors of measurement can be controlled by 
closely examining the items’ internal consistency reliability. Pett et al. (2003) stated that 
the more reliable the set of items in a questionnaire is, the lower the error of 
measurement. During the development of the questionnaire for this study, the researcher 
and an out-of-state researcher who is an expert in statistical methods and survey design 
and development expected that the developed questionnaire should have an internal 
consistency reliability (Cronbach’s Alpha) of at least .80 or above prior to any further 
analysis. 
During the second phase of the study, 5 research assistants observed the 5 
representative first grade classrooms during daily reading lessons for a period of 5 
instructional days. Prior to the conduct of the observational part of the study, the 5 
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research assistants were briefed and trained by the researcher on how to follow and use 
the observational checklists. To establish inter-rater reliability for the observations, the 
following formula was used (agreements / (agreements + disagreement) x 100). The 
purpose of including 5 research assistants during this study was to examine whether or 
not the researcher and the research assistants exhibit unbiased and similar outcomes 
(Salkind, 2009).  
Salkind (2009) defined validity as the quality of a test or an instrument that works as 
it was originally designed to do. Content validity has also been defined as the extent that 
a test represents the universe of drawn items. In this study, each developed item of the 
questionnaire would fit into the 7 constructs or latent variables that the researcher was 
trying to examine in terms of first grade teachers’ perceptions of the five strands of 
effective reading instruction, their levels of knowledge of these five strands, and how 
each of the constructs or latent variables (phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, 
vocabulary, comprehension, demographic of schools, and demographic of teachers) 
might influence daily reading instructional times. Content validity was then demonstrated 
and examined by thorough visual examination of the possible similarities or differences 
in both questionnaire responses from the participants and the observations by the 
researcher and 5 other research assistants in actual daily reading instruction of 5 first 
grade classrooms. In addition, besides the preliminary precautions in survey development 
taken by the researcher, the developed questionnaire were thoroughly examined by 
experts in survey development and statistical analysis as well as in literacy in the 
department of secondary and middle education at the Kennesaw State University at 
Lawrenceville, Georgia, and the department of educational and clinical studies at the 
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University of Nevada Las Vegas prior to initial implementation and analysis (Gelfer, 
2012; Taasoobshirazi, 2012).  
Treatment of the Data 
Quantitative data was collected by the entire first grade TPBFIQ. Following the 
suggestions of Pett et al. (2003), the TPBFIQ was developed by the researcher through 
the process of initial item analysis by SPSS with acceptable internal consistency 
reliability (Cronbach’s Alpha) of at least .80 or above. Next, EFA was used to clarify the 
interrelationships between a set of characteristics, indicators, or items (Pedhazur & 
Schmelkin, 1991; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). Seventy eight items that use a 5-point 
Likert-scale focused on addressing the six research questions.  
SPSS was used as an analytic tool to analyze the quantitative data from the TPBFIQ. 
As suggested by Hinkle, Wiersma, & Jurs (2003), descriptive statistics were used by 
researcher to summarize and classify numerical data or describe the gathered data. First, 
descriptive statistics was used to analyze the first three research questions addressing: (1) 
first grade teachers’ perception of the Big 5 Ideas, (2) their levels of knowledge of the 
Big 5 Ideas, and (3) their frequency of implementation of the Big 5 Ideas. Second, one-
way multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) is a statistical test procedure for 
comparing multivariate or population means of several groups. Therefore, one-way 
MANOVA was conducted to examine the possible differences between teachers’ 
perceptions, degree types, number of years teaching, or types of licensure to address the 
fourth research question. Third, in order to examine the differences between teachers’ 
implementation of the Big 5 Ideas and the number of literacy courses taken during the 
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teachers’ preparation programs, one-way MANOVA and one-way analysis of variance 
(ANOVA) were also used to answer the fifth research question of this study. Fourth, in 
an attempt to answer the sixth research question, simple visual comparative analysis of 
collected quantitative and qualitative data was used to confirm the possible relationship 
between first grade teachers’ perceptions of the Big 5 Ideas and their actual best practices 
or implementations of the Big 5 Ideas during daily instruction. The level of confidence 
for analyzing the data was set at p < .05. 
Qualitative data was gathered by observation checklists that were conducted by the 5 
research assistants during the second phase of this study.  As noted by Dewalt & Dewalt 
(2001), observations refer to well-planned and systematic approaches of recording or 
observing; therefore, each item in the observational checklist was carefully developed 
based upon the contents of the Big 5 Ideas from the TPBFIQ so that the researcher was 
able to visually examine and confirm whether or not there were discrepancies in the 
responses of both methods (questionnaire responses and representative observational 
checklists) from the participants.  
 The following instruments and statistical tools were used to address each of the 
research questions in this study: 
1. What are first grade teachers’ perceptions of the Big 5 Ideas in effective reading 
instruction? 
Analysis: The perceptions were measured using the the first grade TPBFIQ responses 
(see Appendix D) in SPSS descriptive statistics. 
2. What are first grade teachers’ levels of knowledge of the Big 5 Ideas? 
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Analysis: The levels of knowledge of the Big 5 Ideas were assessed using the first grade 
TPBFIQ responses (see Appendix D) in SPSS descriptive statistics. 
3. How often do first grade teachers use the Big 5 Ideas during their actual daily 
teaching practices? 
Analysis: The number of times first grade teachers use the Big 5 Ideas during 
instructional times was measured using the first grade TPBFIQ responses and observation 
checklists (see Appendix D and Appendix E) in SPSS descriptive statistics. 
4. Is there a difference in first grade teachers’ perceptions of the Big 5 Ideas based 
on degree types, number of years teaching, or types of licensure? 
Analysis: The differences between teachers’ perceptions and degree types, number of 
years teaching, or types of licensure were measured using the first grade TPBFIQ 
responses (see Appendix D) in SPSS one-way multivariate analysis of variance 
(MANOVA). 
5. Is there a difference in first grade teachers’ implementation of the Big 5 Ideas 
based on the number of literacy or reading courses taken during their teacher 
preparation programs? 
Analysis: The differences between teachers’ implementation of the Big 5 Ideas and the 
number of literacy course were measured using the first grade TPBFIQ responses and the 
adapted instructional practice checklists (see Appendix D) in SPSS one-way multivariate 
analysis of variance (MANOVA) and one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA).  
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6. Is there a relationship between first grade teachers’ perceptions of the Big 5 Ideas 
and their actual implementation of the Big 5 Ideas? 
Analysis: The possible relationship between first grade teachers’ perceptions of the 
Big 5 Ideas and their implementation of the Big 5 Ideas was assessed using visual 
comparative analysis. 
Limitations and Delimitations 
Limitations 
As expected by the researcher of this study, a number of limitations need to be 
mentioned. First, as noted in chapter one, although most survey researchers expect to 
have the return rate of at least 50% -70% or higher in order to effectively use the 
responses in the data analysis process; the reality of response rates of any survey research 
is unpredictable and possibly much lower (Babbie, 1990; Fowler, 2009; Pett et al., 2003). 
Second, out of 780 first grade teachers who participated in the questionnaire part of the 
study, only five of these teachers’ classrooms were chosen for the observation part of the 
study. This limited sample size might have an effect on the interpretation of the results 
since these five first grade teachers’ perceptions of reading instruction, knowledge of the 
five strands of effective reading instruction, and daily implementation of the Big 5 Ideas 
might not be representative of the whole population size of first grade teachers in this 
southwestern school district. Third, the accuracy of responses from these first grade 
teachers (questionnaire responses and observations during reading instructional times) 
might not reflect the actual perceptions, knowledge of the five strands of reading 
instruction, and the actual instructional practices since the 5 research assistants were 
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present in their classrooms. Fourth, this study was conducted in only one county of one 
southwestern state of the United States. The results might not be representative of the 
entire state or of any other state in the country. 
Delimitations 
 Marshall and Rossman (2006) concluded that, by observing the participants in the 
real settings, researchers are able to hear, see, and begin to have the experiences of what 
the participants do within their daily environments. In this particular study, it would be 
sound for the researcher and the 5 research assistants to observe the classroom of each 
and every one of the first grade teachers who participated during the first phase by 
responding to questionnaire. Then the researcher would have more data to possibly 
correlate or compare the responses of the questionnaire with these first grade teacher’s 
daily reading instructional practices during a period of 5 days. However, for the purpose 
of this study, the researcher would not have the manpower, time, and resources to 
conduct such a thorough and detailed mixed methodological design with such a large 
sample of participants. 
 A second delimitation of this study is the presence of all 5 research assistants in 
the classrooms during the observational or second phase. In other ideal research settings 
such as a university preschool, the researcher or research assistants could observe 
interactions or behaviors of students and teachers through a glass window with minimal, 
if any, interference. As indicated by Marshall & Rossman (2006), observation is a highly 
necessary method in all qualitative inquiry that allows the researcher to examine complex 
interactions in natural social settings. In this study, it might be more intrusive for the 5 
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research assistants to be in each classroom to observe first grade teachers and to rate them 
using the established observational checklists.  
 A third delimitation of this study is the absence of pilot studies on the developed 
questionnaire of the Big 5 Ideas with the chosen sample of first grade teachers. Such a 
pilot study would be time-consuming (N= 780 first grade teachers or more) and 
expensive; to address this problem, the researcher was previously advised by an expert in 
survey design and development (Taasoobshirazi, 2012) that little difference, if any, 
would appear in results without the pilot studies. The researcher was also advised to run 
EFA on the developed questionnaire after all responses were collected from the 
participants. Again, it should be noted that, prior to any further data analysis, all returned 
questionnaire responses were tested through initial item analysis by SPSS with a 
minimum internal consistency reliability (Cronbach’s Alpha) of .80 or above.  
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CHAPTER FOUR 
RESULTS OF THE STUDY 
It was stated that first grade teachers play significant roles in establishing the 
fundamental early literacy skills of young readers in public schools (Lonigan, 2006). 
These teachers’ knowledge of literacy concepts and literacy development could 
potentially influence the ways they teach reading during their daily instructional practices 
(Piasta et al., 2009). In various past and recent studies, it was evidenced that students’ 
reading abilities tend to increase in classrooms where teachers used the five strands of 
effective reading instruction (Bowman & Trieman, 2004; Cambourne, 2002; Connor et 
al., 2004; Connor et al., 2009; Fehr et al., 2012; Foorman & Torgesen, 2001; McIntyre et 
al., 2008; Snow et al., 1998; Torgesen, 2004).  
 Although researchers have conducted numerous studies on reading, these studies 
have mainly emphasized student outcomes rather than examining the levels of primary 
teachers’ knowledge of literacy concepts and its impact on the daily teaching of reading 
to their students. Currently, no published research has examined first grade teachers’ 
perceptions of the Big 5 Ideas, their knowledge of these five effective reading 
components, and the potential impact on the daily teaching of reading lessons (Piasta et 
al., 2009).  
 The purpose of this study was to examine first grade teachers’ perceptions of the 
Big 5 Ideas, the frequency of these teachers’ use of their knowledge of the Big 5 Ideas, 
and the possible impact on their routine reading instructional practices. A questionnaire 
and an observational checklist were developed based on the current evidence-based 
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strategies and instruction in reading. Further, these instruments based on evidence-based 
reading instructional practices were examined and evaluated by experts in the fields of 
reading, as well as survey design and development (Gelfer, 2012; Mraz et al., 2008; 
Newton et al., 2008; Padak & Rasinski, 2008; Rasinski & Padak, 2008; Taasoobshirazi, 
2012; Zimmerman et al., 2008).  
Seven hundred and eighty first grade teachers were selected by their school 
regions as participants in both quantitative and qualitative parts of this study (see Table 
12). Each of these participants volunteered to be part of this study. During the duration of 
data collection, these teachers were asked to fill out a developed questionnaire on reading 
instructional practices. Next, five classroom teachers were selected and observed during 
reading instruction periods by five graduate research assistants for a period of five days 
for the qualitative part. Six research questions were the focus of this study. This particular 
chapter starts with the orderly presentation of the results of the reliability of the 
developed questionnaire before presenting the interpretation of each of the six research 
questions and concluding with a summary of the results.  
Exploratory Factor Analysis and the Analyses of Research Questions 
Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) 
In order to adhere to the necessary procedures in questionnaire development, EFA 
was conducted by SPSS after the final collection of questionnaire responses from the 
participants to assess: (a) characteristics of matrices for sufficient sample size, (b) 
extraction, (c) rotation, (d) interpretation, and (e) evaluation of the seven factors. 
Following the guidelines suggested by Pett et al. (2003), the 78-item First Grade 
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Teachers’ Perceptions of the Big Five Ideas Questionnaire (see Appendix D) was 
developed based on existing evidence-based literature on the five components of 
effective reading instruction. The seven factors or latent variables and their related items 
included phonemic awareness, phonics, vocabulary, fluency, comprehension, 
demographic information of schools, and demographic information of teachers (see 
Tables 14, 15, and 16). The Cronbach’s coefficient alpha of the First Grade Teachers’ 
Perceptions of the Big Five Ideas Questionnaire items was .95, providing evidence for 
the reliability of all items. 
Table 14 
Model of Latent Variables and Observed Variables 1 
Latent Variables         Phonemic Awareness         Phonics               Vocabulary             
Observed Variables            Items:                           Items:                       Items: 
                                        1, 2, 3, 4, 5                7, 8, 9, 10, 11           13, 14, 15, 16  
                                        6, 31, 32, 33              12, 38, 39, 40           17, 18, 45, 46  
                                       34, 35, 36, 37             41, 42, 43, 44           47, 48, 49, 50, 51 
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Table 15 
Model of Latent Variables and Observed Variables 2 
Latent Variables                                  Fluency                         Comprehension 
Observed Variables                               Items:                                  Items:  
                                                      19, 20, 21, 22, 23                  25, 26, 27, 28, 29 
                                                      24, 52, 53, 54                        30, 59, 60, 61, 62 
                                                      55, 56, 57, 58                        63, 64, 65 
 
Table 16 
Model of Latent Variables and Observed Variables 3 
Latent Variables              Demographic of Schools              Demographic of Teachers 
Observed Variables                  Items:                                                     Items:  
                                               66, 67, 68                                         69, 70, 71, 72, 73                                                    
                                                                                                        74, 75, 76, 77, 78 
 
 As Pett et al. (2003) suggested, all items were worded clearly in the form of brief 
and simple sentences. No items were difficult to read, as the Flesch-Kincaid formula 
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illustrated readability at the seven-grade level. The participants responded to all 78 items 
on a five-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1(strongly disagree) to 5(strongly agree).  
Questionnaire Administration 
 Throughout the questionnaire administration period, 780 first grade teachers of a 
southwestern school district were asked to complete the 78-item First Grade Teachers’ 
Perceptions of the Big Five Ideas Questionnaire. All of these teachers received the 
questionnaire links from Qualtrics (a well-established online survey company) that were 
sent to them with specific directions for completion. As specified in the introduction 
letter or at the beginning of the questionnaire, all teachers completed the questionnaires 
within the two-week period (questionnaires were sent out at once and teachers had two 
weeks to respond). The involved researchers (i.e., principal investigator or doctoral chair 
and doctoral researcher of this study) ensured that their identities would be kept 
anonymous at all times.  
Classroom Observation Administration 
 Thirty five-item observational checklist of the current evidence-based reading 
instructional practices was developed to examine the daily reading lessons of the selected 
five first grade teachers. Five researcher assistants were trained on how to use the 
observational checklist during their five-day visits to the above five first grade 
classrooms. Checkmarks of yes or no responses and additional comments were used and 
recorded by these research assistants for checking off any indicators of when these first 
grade teachers used the Big 5 Ideas during their daily reading lessons.  
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Questionnaire Reliability Results 
Statistical Program for the Social Sciences (SPSS), version 20.0 (SPSS Inc, 
2011), was used to assess the adequacy of correlation matrix, extract the factors, rotate 
the factors, examine the factor loadings, and finally interpret the involved factors. Again, 
the internal consistency reliability of the 78 items was considered to be acceptable under 
the guidelines suggested by Pett et al. (2003). Cronbach’s coefficient alpha was .95, 
illustrating that 95% of the variance of total responses on this questionnaire could be 
attributed to total variance of the whole scale.  
Adequacy of Correlation Matrix of Items 
 Correlations of the 78 items were computed to examine how each of the items 
was correlated to one another in the same factor or latent variable. The results yielded 
that the computation of correlations of matrix was appropriate for factor analysis by the 
indications of a Bartlett’s test of sphericity chi-square = 8067.698, df =2080, p < .000, 
and a Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy, KMO = .877. The above tests 
indicated that the matrix of the scale was acceptable and there was evidence of sufficient 
sample size. 
Factor Extraction 
 For extracting factors, a principal component analysis was conducted on the 78 
items with SPSS. The purpose for this procedure was to examine how items in the 
developed questionnaire fit into each latent variable and also to reduce the number of 
items to smaller factors. As stated by Pett et al. (2003), principal component analysis uses 
eigenvalues. The values symbolize the proportion of variance accounted for by each of 
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the factors. It simply means that the higher these eigenvalues, the more variance 
explained. Moreover, eigenvalues were also used to derive factor loadings, which 
demonstrate how strongly each item was related to a specific factor.  
 According to the Kaiser-Guttman rule, thirteen factors were identified that had 
eigenvalues greater than 1, demonstrating that they were all included in the overall 
variance in all items of the questionnaire. Since there were 13 possible latent variables, 
the 7 factors with highest eigenvalues were chosen that accounted for 71.49% of the total 
variance. For the purpose of this study, any factors with percent variance explained 
greater than 5% was kept. In addition, line graphs of eigenvalues or scree plots were also 
used to examine the amount of variance explained by each factor. The resulting scree plot 
supported the seven factors acquired using the Kaiser-Guttman rule.  
Factor Rotation 
 For factor rotation, Varimax, the most common method, was used for the purpose 
of simplifying the structure of the analysis and the interpretation for the 78 questionnaire 
items in this study. Using Varimax maximizes the variances of the loadings within factors 
or latent variables, as well as maximizing differences between the high and low loadings 
on a particular factor out of the seven factors.  
 Factors Evaluation 
 All of the items met the criterion of loading of at least 0.35 on their anticipated 
factor (Pett et al., 2003). According to the suppressed Rotated Component Matrix SPSS 
output, the following items fit with each separated factor: (1) factor1 or phonemic 
awareness (items 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36), (2) factor 2 or phonics (items 7, 
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8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 38, 39, 40, 41, 42, 43), (3) factor 3 or vocabulary (items 13, 14, 15, 16, 
17, 18, 45, 46, 47, 48, 49, 50), (4) factor 4 or fluency (items 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 52, 53, 
54, 55, 56, 57), (5) factor 5 or comprehension (items 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 59, 60, 61, 
62, 63, 64), (6) factor 6 or demographic of schools (items 66, 76, 68), and (7) factor 7 or 
demographic of teachers (items 69, 70, 71, 72, 73, 74, 75, 76, 77, 78). Conversely, items 
37, 44, 51, 58, and 65 were dropped based on the visual illustration of weak relations to 
each of the seven latent variables.  
Analyses of Research Questions 
 In an effort to answer each of the six research questions, a variety of statistical 
tools and other methods such as visual analysis were used to analyze the collected data 
for this study: (a) descriptive statistics, (b) one-way multivariate analysis of variance 
(MANOVA), (c) one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA), and (d) visual examination of 
both quantitative and qualitative data. At the conclusion of the first phase of the study, 
215 first grade teachers responded to the questionnaires that were sent to them by a well-
established online survey company (Qualtrics, 2012). An additional five other first grade 
teachers whose classrooms were observed by the five research assistants manually 
responded to the questionnaires. These five separate responses were used by the 
researcher to answer the sixth research question (i.e., through visual analysis). The 
following section presents the data analyses for each of the six research questions.  
Research Question 1 
 Research Question 1: What are first grade teachers’ perceptions of the Big 5 Ideas 
in effective reading instruction?  
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 One data set (i.e., five specific questionnaire items which addressed the 
importance of the Big 5 Ideas) was used to determine the first grade teachers’ perceptions 
of the Big 5 Ideas in reading instruction. The researcher calculated descriptive statistics 
(i.e., mean, median, and standard deviation) and frequency analysis for the results of each 
of the five questionnaire items on all Big 5 Ideas in first grade reading instruction. In 
response to item 6, the results (M = 4.71; Mdn = 5.00; SD = .599) revealed that 205 first 
grade teachers (95.3%) indicated phonemic awareness as one of the five critical 
components in primary reading instructional practices. Six respondents (2.8%) indicated 
strongly disagree or neither disagree nor undecided, while the remaining four missing 
values accounted for the four incomplete questionnaire responses to item 6.  
Table 17 
Item 6: Phonemic Awareness is One Part of the Five Critical Reading Components 
     Responses                                          Frequency                                          Percent 
Strongly Disagree                                         2                                                         .9 
Neither Disagree nor Undecided                  4                                                       1.9 
Agree                                                          45                                                     20.9 
Strongly Agree                                         160                                                     74.4 
Total                                                         211                                                     98.1 
Missing                                                        4                                                       1.9 
 
Second, in response to item 12, the results (M = 4.70; Mdn = 5.00, SD = .544) 
illustrated that 209 first grade teachers (97.2%) reported phonics was an important 
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reading component in the classrooms. Two strongly disagree or neither disagree nor 
undecided responses (1%) were reported. The other four missing values were the results 
of the four incomplete questionnaire responses of item 12.  
Table 18 
Item 12: Phonics is One Part of the Five Critical Reading Components 
     Responses                                          Frequency                                        Percent 
Strongly Disagree                                          1                                                         .5 
Neither Disagree nor Undecided                   1                                                         .5 
Agree                                                           56                                                     26.0 
Strongly Agree                                          153                                                     71.2 
Total                                                          211                                                     98.1 
Missing                                                         4                                                       1.9 
 
Third, in response to item 18, the results (M = 4.51; Mdn = 5.00; SD = .612) 
indicated that 206 first grade teachers (95.8%) thought vocabulary was one of the 
necessary components in reading instruction in primary classrooms. There were six 
(2.9%) strongly disagree, disagree, or undecided responses. The other three missing 
values originated from the three incomplete questionnaire responses to item 18.  
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Table 19 
Item 18: Vocabulary is One Part of the Five Critical Reading Components 
     Responses                                          Frequency                                        Percent 
Strongly Disagree                                         1                                                       .5 
Disagree                                                        1                                                       .5 
Undecided                                                     4                                                     1.9 
Agree                                                           89                                                   41.4 
Strongly Agree                                          117                                                   54.4 
Total                                                          212                                                   98.6 
Missing                                                         3                                                     1.4 
 
Fourth, in response to item 24, the results (M = 4.63; Mdn = 5.00; SD = .601) 
showed that 202 first grade teachers (94%) considered reading fluency to be one of the 
critical components in reading instruction. Six strongly disagree, disagree, or undecided 
responses (2.9%) were reported. The other seven missing values resulted from the seven 
incomplete questionnaire responses to item 24.  
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Table 20 
Item 24: Reading Fluency is One Part of the Five Critical Reading Components 
     Responses                                          Frequency                                        Percent 
Strongly Disagree                                        1                                                      .5 
Disagree                                                       1                                                      .5 
Undecided                                                    4                                                    1.9 
Agree                                                          63                                                  29.3 
Strongly Agree                                         139                                                  64.7 
Total                                                         208                                                  96.7 
Missing                                                        7                                                     3.3 
 
Fifth, in response to item 30, the results (M = 4.70; Mdn = 5.00; SD = .555) 
illustrated that 208 first grade teachers (96.8%) reported comprehension as one of the 
important components in reading instructional practices in primary grades. Three strongly 
disagree, disagree, or undecided responses (1.5%) were reported. The other four missing 
values accounted for the four incomplete questionnaire responses to item 30. 
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Table 21 
Item 30: Reading Comprehension is One Part of the Five Critical Reading Components 
     Responses                                          Frequency                                        Percent 
Strongly Disagree                                        1                                                      .5 
Disagree                                                       1                                                      .5 
Undecided                                                    1                                                      .5 
Agree                                                         55                                                  25.6 
Strongly Agree                                         153                                                 71.2 
Total                                                         211                                                 98.1 
Missing                                                        4                                                   1.9 
Research Question 2 
 Research Question 2: What are first grade teachers’ levels of knowledge of the 
Big 5 Ideas? 
 There was one data set (i.e., 15 specific questionnaire items which addressed the 
indicators of first grade teachers’ levels of knowledge of the Big 5 Ideas) used to 
determine these teachers’ levels of early literacy concepts and development in primary 
grades. The researcher calculated descriptive statistics (i.e., mean, median, and standard 
deviation) and frequency analysis for each of the 15 questionnaire responses (i.e., three 
items each for the five strands of the Big 5 Ideas). The results in terms of the total 
response frequency and percentage of first grade teachers’ responses in three categories: 
(a) agree or strongly agree, (b) undecided, and (c) disagree and strongly disagree to their 
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levels of knowledge of the Big 5 Ideas were then added, averaged, and reported (see 
Table 22).  
Table 22 
First Grade Teachers’ Levels of Knowledge of the Big 5 Ideas Responses 
                                                               Total Response Frequency                   Percent 
Phonemic Awareness 
Agree and Strongly Agree                                   479                                             75.9 
Undecided                                                              49                                               7.8 
Disagree and Strong Disagree                             103                                             16.3 
                                                                                                                                              
Phonics 
 
Agree and Strong Agree                                      486                                              76.8                                        
Undecided                                                              60                                                9.5 
Disagree and Strongly Disagree                            87                                              13.7 
                                                                                                                                  
Vocabulary  
                                                      
Agree and Strongly Agree                                   401                                              63.3 
Undecided                                                              93                                              14.7  
Disagree and Strongly Disagree                          140                                              22.1 
                                                                                                                                                   
Fluency 
 
Agree and Strongly Agree                                   484                                              77.4 
Undecided                                                              63                                              10.1                                          
Disagree and Strongly Disagree                            78                                              12.5 
                                                                                                                  
Comprehension 
Agree and Strong Agree                                      500                                               79.1                                                
Undecided                                                              66                                               10.5 
Disagree and Strongly Disagree                            66                                               10.5 
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First, the reported descriptive statistics for three questionnaire items on the levels 
of knowledge of phonemic awareness were M = 3.77, M = 4.03, M = 4.00; Mdn = 4.00, 
Mdn = 4.00, Mdn = 4.00; SD = 1.2, SD = 1.9, SD = .95, respectively. In terms of the 
number of responses for this particular reading strand, 210 responded to the question 
about the acquisition of skills in proper stages of phonemic awareness development, 210 
responded to the question about the acquisition of phonemic awareness development in at 
least one of the literacy courses taken during teacher preparation programs, and 211 
responded to the question about having a systematic or evidence-based approach of 
assessing and recording students’ growth in phonemic awareness. The frequency of agree 
or strongly agree responses from first grade teachers on their own levels of phonemic 
awareness knowledge was combined and calculated as 479 (75.9%) when compared to a 
combined frequency of 49 (7.8%) respondents who indicated their responses as 
undecided, and the combined of 103 (16.3%) teachers who responded that they disagree 
or strongly disagree on this first strand of effective reading instruction. Based on the 
results, this indicates that the level of knowledge in phonemic awareness was relatively 
adequate for these first grade teachers.  
Second, the results of descriptive statistics of the three questionnaire items on the 
levels of knowledge of phonics were M = 3.72, M = 3.93, M = 4.23; Mdn = 4.00, Mdn = 
4.00, Mdn = 4.00; SD = 1.2, SD = 1.09, SD = .79, respectively. In terms of the number of 
responses for this second reading strand, 211 responded to the question about the 
acquisition of necessary skills in teaching phonics during teacher preparation programs, 
210 responded to the question about the acquisition of phonics teaching strategies in at 
least one of the literacy courses taken during teacher preparation programs, and 212 
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responded to the question about having a systematic or evidence-based approach of 
assessing and recording students’ growth in phonics. The frequency of agree or strongly 
agree responses from first grade teachers on their own levels of phonics knowledge was 
combined and calculated as 486 (76.8%) when compared to a combined frequency of 60 
(9.5%) respondents who indicated their responses as undecided, and the combined 
frequency of 87 (13.7%) teachers who responded that they disagree or strongly disagree 
on this second strand of effective reading instruction. Based on the above results, this 
indicates that the level of knowledge in phonics was relatively adequate for the 
participating first grade teachers.  
Third, descriptive statistics results of three questionnaire items on the levels of 
knowledge of vocabulary were M = 3.62, M = 3.68, M = 3.51; Mdn = 4.00, Mdn = 4.00, 
Mdn = 4.00; SD = 1.9, SD = 1.05, SD = 1.1, respectively.  In terms of the number of 
responses for this third reading strand, 211 responded to the question about the ability to 
teach and increase the growth of vocabulary for students during teacher preparation 
programs, 212 responded to the question about the acquisition of vocabulary teaching 
strategies in at least one of the literacy courses taken during teacher preparation 
programs, and 211 responded to the question about having a systematic or evidence-
based approach of assessing and recording students’ growth in vocabulary. The frequency 
of agree or strongly agree responses from first grade teachers on their own levels of 
vocabulary knowledge was combined and calculated as 401 (63.3%) when compared to a 
combined frequency of 93 (14.7%) respondents who indicated their responses as 
undecided, and the combined frequency of 140 (22.1%) teachers who responded that they 
disagree or strongly disagree on this third strand of effective reading instruction. Based 
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on the above results, this indicates that the level of knowledge in vocabulary was the 
lowest out of the five strands of effective reading instruction among these first grade 
teachers.  
Fourth, the results of descriptive statistics of the three questionnaire items on the 
levels of knowledge of reading fluency were M = 3.74, M = 3.78, M = 4.33; Mdn = 4.00, 
Mdn = 4.00, Mdn = 4.00; SD = 1.1, SD = 1.04, SD = .71, respectively. In terms of the 
number of responses for this fourth reading strand, 211 responded to the question about 
the acquisition of fundamental skills in teaching reading fluency during teacher 
preparation programs, 208 responded to the question about the acquisition of specific 
strategies to enhance reading fluency for students in at least one of the literacy courses 
taken during teacher preparation programs, and 206 responded to the question about 
having a systematic or evidence-based approach of assessing and recording students’ 
growth in reading fluency. The frequency of agree or strongly agree responses from first 
grade teachers on their own levels of reading fluency knowledge was combined and 
calculated as 484 (77.4%) when compared to a combined frequency of 63 (10.1%) 
respondents who indicated their responses as undecided, and the combined frequency of 
78 (12.5%) teachers who responded that they disagree or strongly disagree on this fourth 
strand of effective reading instruction. Based on the above results, this indicates that the 
level of knowledge in reading fluency was relatively adequate for the participating first 
grade teachers.  
Fifth, the reported descriptive statistics for three questionnaire items on the levels 
of knowledge of reading comprehension were M = 3.81, M = 4.00, M = 4.12; Mdn = 4.00, 
Mdn = 4.00, Mdn = 4.00; SD = 1.0, SD = .95, SD = .86, respectively. In terms of the 
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number of responses for this fifth reading strand, 211 responded to the question about the 
acquisition of skills on how to increase the growth in reading comprehension for students 
during teacher preparation programs, 211 responded to the question about the acquisition 
of strategies to teach reading comprehension for students in at least one of the literacy 
courses taken during teacher preparation programs, and 210 responded to the question 
about having a systematic or evidence-based approach of assessing and recording 
students’ growth in reading comprehension. The frequency of agree or strongly agree 
responses from first grade teachers on their own levels of reading comprehension 
knowledge was combined and calculated as 500 (79.1%) when compared to a combined 
frequency of 66 (10.5%) respondents who indicated their responses as undecided, and the 
combined frequency of 66 (10.5%) teachers who responded that they disagree or strongly 
disagree on this fifth strand of effective reading instruction. Based on the above results, 
this indicates that the level of knowledge in reading comprehension was relatively 
adequate for the participating first grade teachers.  
Research Question 3 
 Research Question 3: How often do first grade teachers use the Big 5 Ideas during 
their actual daily teaching practices? 
 One data set (i.e., 45 specific questionnaire items which serve as indicators of 
when first grade classroom teachers use the Big 5 Ideas during their daily reading 
instruction) was used to determine the frequency of implementation of the Big 5 Ideas 
from these teachers. The researcher calculated descriptive statistics (i.e., mean, median, 
and standard deviation) and frequency analysis for each of the 45 questionnaire responses 
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(i.e., nine items each for the five strands of the Big 5 Ideas). The results in terms of total 
response frequency and percentage of first grade teachers’ responses in three categories: 
(a) agree and strongly agree, (b) undecided, and (c) disagree or strongly disagree 
addressing their frequency of implementation of the Big 5 Ideas were added, averaged, 
and reported (see Table 23).  
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Table 23 
First Grade Teachers’ Daily Implementation of the Big 5 Ideas 
                                                Total Response Frequency                                      Percent 
Phonemic Awareness 
Agree and Strongly Agree                            1716                                                      91.1                
Undecided                                                         75                                                        3.9 
Disagree and Strongly Disagree                       92                                                        5.0        
                                                     
Phonics 
 
Agree and Strongly Agree                             1370                                                        94           
Undecided                                                          53                                                       3.6                                                              
Disagree and Strongly Disagree                        49                                                       3.3      
 
Vocabulary 
                                                       
Agree and Strongly Agree                              1223                                                     84.2 
Undecided                                                         112                                                       7.7                     
Disagree and Strongly Disagree                       117                                                       8.1 
                                                                                                                                                                       
Fluency 
 
Agree and Strongly Agree                               1596                                                     85.4 
Undecided                                                          115                  6.2              
Disagree and Strongly Disagree                        158                                                       8.4                                                      
                                                                                                  
Comprehension 
Agree and Strongly Agree                               1478                                                     89.3 
Undecided                                                          108                                                       6.5           
Disagree and Strongly Disagree                          70                                                       4.2                                                  
 
 
 
First, descriptive statistics results of the nine questionnaire items addressing the 
frequency with which first grade teachers taught phonemic awareness indicated an 
average of  M = 4.3; Mdn = 4.6; SD = .78. In terms of the number of responses for this 
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first reading strand: (a) 211 responded to the question about using appropriate phonemic 
awareness activities for students, (b) 212 responded to the question about teaching 
phonemic awareness to students daily, (c) 211 responded to the question about having a 
systematic or evidence-based approach of assessing and recording students’ growth in 
phonemic awareness, (d) 208 responded to the question about teaching students to 
recognize individual sounds in words in small groups daily, (e) 211 responded to the 
question about teaching students to recognize common sounds in various words, (f) 207 
responded to the question about teaching students to recognize words with odd sounds in 
a sequence in small groups, (g) 206 responded to the question about teaching students to 
listen to separate sounds and combine sounds to make new words, (h) 208 responded to 
the question about teaching students to separate words into their individual sounds in 
small groups, and (i) 209 responded to the question about teaching students to add, 
delete, or substitute phonemes (i.e., smallest phonetic unit in a language). The frequency 
of agree or strongly agree responses from first grade teachers on their frequency of 
implementation of phonemic awareness was combined and calculated as 1716 (91.1%) 
when compared to a combined frequency of 75 (3.9%) respondents who indicated their 
responses as undecided, and the combined frequency and calculated as 92 (5%) teachers 
who responded that they disagree or strongly disagree on this first strand of effective 
reading instruction. The above results indicate the relatively high percentage and 
frequency of implementation of phonemic awareness during daily reading lessons from 
these first grade teachers.  
Second, the results of descriptive statistics of the nine questionnaire items 
addressing the frequency of first grade teachers’ implementation of phonics indicated an 
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average of M = 4.4; Mdn = 4.4; SD = .69. In terms of the number of responses for this 
second reading strand: (a) 211 responded to the question about using evidence-based 
strategies to teach phonics, (b) 211 responded to the question about teaching phonics to 
students on a daily basis, (c) 212 responded to the question about having a systematic or 
evidence-based approach of assessing and recording the progress of students in phonics, 
(d) 208 responded to the question about teaching students to apply letter-sound 
knowledge in small groups daily, (e) 208 responded to the question about teaching 
phonics along with word study instruction on a weekly basis, (f) 205 responded to the 
question about teaching students to look at words and recognize regular patterns and 
similarities in small groups periodically, and (g) 203 responded to the question about 
teaching students consonants, short and long vowels, beginning and ending diagraphs, 
various blends, high frequency words, silent letters in words, and inflectional endings in 
words in small groups periodically, (h) 206 responded to the question about teaching 
students to use word recognition strategies in small group activities, and (i) 204 
responded to the question about reviewing with students on the relationship of letters and 
sounds in small groups. The frequency of agree or strongly agree responses from first 
grade teachers on their frequency of implementation of phonics was combined and 
calculated as 1370 (94%) when compared to a combined frequency of 53 (3.6%) 
respondents who indicated their responses as undecided, and the combined frequency of 
49 (3.3%) teachers who responded that they disagree or strongly disagree on this second 
strand of effective reading instruction. The above results indicate the relatively high 
percentage and frequency of implementation of phonics during daily reading lessons 
from these first grade teachers.  
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Third, the reported descriptive statistics of nine questionnaire items on the 
frequency of first grade teachers’ implementation of vocabulary indicated an average of 
M = 3.9; Mdn = 4; SD = .91. In terms of the number of responses for this third reading 
strand: (a) 212 responded to the question about using proper teaching and learning 
materials to promote the growth of vocabulary for students, (b) 210 responded to the 
question about teaching new words and review old ones to students on a daily basis, (c) 
206 responded to the question about teaching and engaging students in word learning and 
meanings of words in small groups, (d) 207 responded to the question about reading to 
students after the introduction of new words in the stories in small groups, (e) 205 
responded to the question about teaching students to use words that they have learned in 
small groups on a regular basis, (f) 205 responded to the question about teaching students 
various word-attacking strategies to become independent readers, (g) 207 responded to 
the question about teaching students word roots, prefixes, suffixes, word families, letters 
and word patterns, (h) 204 responded to the question about having a systematic approach 
of assessing and recording students’ growth in vocabulary, and (i) 203 responded to the 
question about using various active word walls for different subjects for students to learn 
old and new words. The frequency of agree or strongly agree responses from first grade 
teachers on their frequency of implementation of vocabulary was combined and 
calculated as 1223 (84.2%) when compared to a combined frequency of 112 (7.7%) 
respondents who indicated their responses as undecided, and the combined frequency of 
117 (8.1%) teachers who responded that they disagree or strongly disagree on this third 
strand of effective reading instruction. The above results indicate the relatively high 
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percentage and frequency of implementation of vocabulary during daily reading lessons 
from these first grade teachers.  
Fourth, the results of descriptive statistics of nine questionnaire items on the 
frequency of first grade teachers’ implementation of reading fluency showed an average 
of M = 4.2; Mdn = 4.3; SD = .85. In terms of the number of responses for this fourth 
reading strand: (a) 211 responded to the question about practicing with students in 
fluency during reading periods in small group settings, (b) 211 responded to the question 
about giving students opportunities to practice for reading fluency on a daily basis, (c) 
206 responded to the question about having a systematic approach of assessing and 
recording the progress of students in reading fluency periodically, (d) 207 responded to 
the question about spending at least 15-20 minutes daily to teach or model fluent reading 
to students, (e) 207 responded to the question about reading to students daily in both 
whole and small groups, (f) 206 responded to the question about encouraging repeated 
readings to students by reading and rereading the same text more than once, (g) 208 
responded to the question about supporting students in fluency by having them read with 
other fluent readers in the class, (h) 207 responded to the question about making certain 
that students read texts at their independent reading levels on a daily basis, and (i) 206 
responded to the question about requiring students to use their listening center in the 
classroom to enhance their skills in tape-recorded reading on a daily basis. The frequency 
of agree or strongly agree responses from first grade teachers on their frequency of 
implementation of reading fluency was combined and calculated as 1596 (85.4%) when 
compared to a combined frequency of 115 (6.2%) respondents who indicated their 
responses as undecided, and the combined frequency of 158 (8.4%) teachers who 
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responded that they disagree or strongly disagree on this fourth strand of effective 
reading instruction. The above results indicate the relatively high percentage and 
frequency of implementation of reading fluency during daily reading lessons from these 
first grade teachers.  
Fifth, descriptive statistics results of nine questionnaire items on the frequency of 
first grade teachers taught reading comprehension illustrated an average of M = 4.2; Mdn 
= 4; SD = .75. In terms of the number of responses for this fifth reading strand: (a) 211 
responded to the question about using appropriate reading activities in small group 
settings to enhance the levels of text comprehension, (b) 208 responded to the question 
about practicing reading and rereading new and old books with students to promote text 
comprehension, (c) 210 responded to the question about having a systematic approach of 
assessing and recording students’  growth in reading comprehension, (d) 206 responded 
to the question about building background knowledge for students by telling them about 
and discussing topics to be read prior to actual daily readings, (e) 204 responded to the 
question about using connection to read-aloud to help students create mental images 
while they are listening to daily readings, (f) 206 responded to the question about 
teaching students to make associations between themselves and the settings, authors, 
illustrators, characters, and various events in daily readings in small groups, (g) 205 
responded to the question about teaching students to summarize their understanding of 
texts daily, and (h) 206 responded to the question about engaging in periodic and brief 
discussions with questions and answers throughout daily readings, and (i) 204 responded 
to the question about using compare and contrast for students to make connections from 
their daily readings. The frequency of agree or strongly agree responses from first grade 
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teachers on their frequency of implementation of reading comprehension was combined 
and calculated as 1478 (89.3%) when compared to a combined frequency of 108 (6.5%) 
respondents who indicated their responses as undecided, and the combined frequency of 
70 (4.2%) teachers who responded that they disagree or strongly disagree on this fifth 
strand of effective reading instruction. The above results indicate the relatively high 
percentage and frequency of implementation of reading comprehension during daily 
reading lessons from these first grade teachers.  
Research Question 4 
 Research Question 4: Is there a difference in first grade teachers’ perceptions of 
the Big 5 Ideas based on degree types, number of years teaching, or types of licensure? 
 One data set (i.e., eight specific questionnaire items of first grade teachers’ 
perceptions of the Big 5 Ideas and degree types, number of years teaching, or types of 
licensure) was used to determine any possible differences of these teachers’ perceptions 
of the Big 5 Ideas (dependent variable) based on the independent variables: (a) degree 
types, (b) number of years teaching, and (c) types of licensure. One-way MANOVA was 
used to combine and calculate any potential significant differences between: (a) first 
grade teachers’ perceptions of the Big 5 Ideas and degree types (i.e., bachelor, master, 
specialist, or doctoral), (b) first grade teachers’ perceptions of the Big 5 Ideas and 
teaching experience (i.e., number of years in teaching first grade), and (c) first grade 
teachers’ perceptions of the Big 5 Ideas and types of licensure (i.e., elementary, special 
education, early childhood, or K-12 special license).  
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 First, the results revealed no statistically significant differences between first 
grade teachers’ perceptions of the Big 5 Ideas contingent on the degree types, F(20, 647) 
= 1.14, p = .299; Wilk’s ˄ = 0.891, partial η2 = .028. Second, there was no statistically 
significant difference in first grade teachers’ perceptions of the Big 5 Ideas contingent on 
the number of years of teaching experience, F(20, 651) = .736, p = .790; Wilk’s ˄ = 
0.929, partial η2 = .018. Third, there was also no statistically significant difference 
between first grade teachers’ perceptions of the Big 5 Ideas contingent on the types of 
licensure, F(15, 535) = .528, p = .926, Wilk’s ˄ = 0.960, partial η2 = .013 (See Table 24).  
Table 24 
MANOVA Output Values of First Grade Teachers’ Teaching Information  
    Teacher Information                                    F Values                                    P Values 
Degree Type                                                      1.14                     .299 
Number of Years Teaching                               .736                                            .790                                                                  
Type of Licensure                  .528          .926 
 
Research Question 5 
 Research Question 5: Is there a difference in first grade teachers’ implementation 
of the Big 5 Ideas based on the number of literacy or reading courses taken during their 
teacher preparation programs? 
 One data set (i.e., 46 specific questionnaire items of first grade teachers’ 
implementation of the Big 5 Ideas and the number of literacy courses taken during 
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teacher preparation programs) was used to determine whether the number of literacy 
courses (independent variable) taken during teacher preparation programs has an impact 
on first grade teachers’ implementation of the Big 5 Ideas (dependent variables). One-
way MANOVA was used to combine and calculate any significant differences between: 
(a) first grade teachers’ implementation of phonemic awareness and the number of 
literacy courses taken, (b) first grade teachers’ implementation of phonics and the number 
of literacy courses taken, (c) first grade teachers’ implementation of vocabulary and the 
number of literacy courses taken, (d) first grade teachers’ implementation of reading 
fluency and the number of literacy courses taken, and (e) first grade teachers’ 
implementation of reading comprehension and the number of literacy courses taken.  
 First, the results demonstrated that there was no statistically significant difference 
between first grade teachers’ implementation of phonemic awareness contingent on the 
number of literacy or reading courses taken, F(36, 687) = 1.07, p = .356, Wilk’s ˄ = .815, 
partial η2 = .050. This finding indicates that the number of literacy courses taken during 
teacher preparation programs might not has a significant impact on first grade teachers’ 
implementation of phonemic awareness in their daily lessons.  
 Second, there was a statistically significant difference between first grade 
teachers’ implementation of phonics contingent on the number of literacy or reading 
courses taken, F(36, 683) = 1.49, p = .033, Wilk’s ˄ = .753, partial η2 = .069. This 
indicates that there was a statistically significant difference between first grade teachers’ 
implementation of phonics and the number of literacy courses taken during teacher 
preparation programs. Next, a one-way ANOVA was conducted to determine which 
questionnaire item in phonics had a statistically significant difference associated with the 
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number of literacy courses taken. The result revealed that the number of literacy courses 
taken (independent variable) had a significant effect on phonics item 11 (see Appendix 
D) at the p < .05 level for the three conditions [F(4, 205) = 2.33, p = .047, partial η2 = 
.044]. Additionally, differences on the other phonics items were not statistically 
significant.  
Third, there was a statistically significant difference between first grade teachers’ 
implementation of vocabulary contingent on the number of literacy or reading courses 
taken, F(36, 687) = 1.85, p = .002, Wilk’s ˄ = .706, partial η2 = .083. This indicates that 
there was a statistically significant difference between first grade teachers’ 
implementation of vocabulary and the number of literacy courses taken during teacher 
preparation programs. Next, a one-way between subjects ANOVA was conducted to 
determine which questionnaire item had a statistically significant difference associated 
with the number of literacy courses taken. The result indicated that the number of literacy 
courses taken had significant effects on vocabulary items 13, 17, 46, and 49 (see 
Appendix D) at the p < .05 level for the three conditions of each of the above items: (a) 
item 13 [F(4, 205) = 3.29, p = .012, partial η2 = .060], (b) item 17 [F(4, 204) = 2.73, p = 
.030, partial η2 = .051], (c) item 46 [F(4, 200) = 3.90, p = .004, partial η2 = .072], and (d) 
item 49 [F(4, 198) = .032, p = .032, partial η2 = .052]. Additionally, differences on the 
other vocabulary items were not significant.  
Fourth, there was a statistically significant difference between first grade 
teachers’ implementation of reading fluency contingent on the number of literacy or 
reading courses taken, F(36, 676) = 1.59, p = .016, Wilk’s ˄ = .737, partial η2 = .074. 
This illustrates that there was a statistically significant difference between first grade 
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teachers’ implementation of reading fluency and the number of literacy courses taken 
during teacher preparation programs. Next, a one-way ANOVA was conducted to 
determine which questionnaire item had a statistically difference associated with the 
number of literacy courses taken. The result showed that the number of literacy courses 
taken had significant effects on the fluency items 19, 23, and 52 (see Appendix D) at the 
p < .05 level for the three conditions of each of the above items: (a) item 19 [F(4, 204) = 
4.62, p = .001, partial η2 = .083], (b) item 23 [F(4, 199) = 3.08, p = .017, partial η2 = 
.058], and (c) item 52 [F(4, 200) = 2.93, p = .022, partial η2 = .055]. Additionally, 
differences on the other reading fluency items were not statistically significant.  
Fifth, there was no statistically significant difference between first grade teachers’ 
implementation of reading comprehension contingent on the number of literacy or 
reading courses taken, F(32, 669) = 1.11, p = .311, Wilk’s ˄ = .826, partial η2 = .047. 
This finding indicates that the number of literacy courses taken during teacher 
preparation programs might not has a significant impact on first grade teachers’ 
implementation of reading comprehension in their daily lessons (see Table 25).  
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Table 25 
MANOVA Output Values of First Grade Teachers’ Implementation of the Big 5 Ideas 
    Teacher Information                                    F Values                                    P Values 
Phonemic Awareness                                          1.07                                            .356 
Phonics                                                                1.49                                            .033                                                     
Vocabulary                     1.85                                            .002           
Fluency          1.59                                            .016              
Comprehension                    1.11                                            .311 
 
Research Question 6 
 Research Question 6: Is there a relationship between first grade teachers’ 
perceptions of the Big 5 Ideas and their actual implementation of the Big 5 Ideas? 
 Two data sets (i.e., questionnaire responses from the observed five first grade 
teachers and the classroom observational checklists obtained from the observations of 
five research assistants during the qualitative part of the study) were used to visually 
examine five observed first grade teachers’ perceptions of the Big 5 Ideas and their five-
day reading instructional practices.  
 After the questionnaire distribution period to all 780 first grade teachers was 
concluded, five research assistants observed five first grade classrooms at a participating 
elementary school over a period of five days. In their roles as data collectors for this 
qualitative part of the study, the five research assistants: (a) attended daily reading 
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lessons related to the five strands of effective reading instruction, (b) recorded and 
collected observational data based on the developed evidence-based reading instruction 
checklist, and (c) recorded any additional comments on the observed reading instructional 
periods of five days.  
  Questionnaire responses regarding the Big 5 Ideas and recorded observational 
notes on evidence-based reading instructional practices of these five first grade teachers 
were used by the researcher to interpret the data in an effort to answer the sixth research 
question. First, responses of each of the five strands of effective reading instruction (Big 
5 Ideas) from the five first grade teachers were examined, added, and calculated in 
percentages for subsequent comparative purpose (see Table 26). Second, in terms of first 
grade teachers’ perceptions of the Big 5 Ideas, all five observed teachers demonstrated 
their agreements on the importance of the Big 5 Ideas in effective reading instruction (see 
Table 27). Third, frequencies and percentages of daily implementation of each strand of 
the Big 5 Ideas were categorized, tallied, calculated, and reported using the five gathered 
observational checklists from the five research assistants over a period of five days (see 
Tables 28, 29, 30, 31, and 32).  
 The overall results revealed a number of differences between the selected five 
first grade teachers’ reported perceptions of the Big 5 Ideas and their actual daily reading 
instructional practices (see Tables 26, 28, 29, 30, 31, and 32). First, the visual 
examination of the two sets of data (i.e., five first grade teachers’ questionnaire responses 
and five observational checklist booklets) indicated discrepancies between their reported 
perceptions of the Big 5 Ideas and their actual daily reading instructional practices among 
teacher 2, teacher 3, and teacher 4. Second, teacher 1 and teacher 5 seemed to deliver 
162 
 
their daily reading instruction with the emphasis on implementing the Big 5 Ideas as 
frequent as reported. The above two visual analyses of all five first grade teachers’ 
instructional practices illustrated how frequently each of these five first grade teachers 
used the evidence-based strategies in teaching each of the five strands of effective 
reading instruction (i.e., as described in the observational checklists that were used by 
five research assistants during their five-day visits of the five selected first grade 
classrooms). Further interpretations and discussions of the results of each of the above 
research questions will be presented in chapter five.  
Table 26 
Observed First Grade Teachers’ Questionnaire Responses of the Big 5 Ideas 
       Big 5 Ideas                Teacher 1     Teacher 2      Teacher 3      Teacher 4      Teacher 5 
Phonemic Awareness        80%              67%               100%              100%           100% 
Phonics                             100%            100%              100%              100%           100% 
Vocabulary                       100%             67%               100%              100%            67% 
Fluency                             100%             33%               100%               67%             83% 
Comprehension                 67%             100%              100%              100%             83%            
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Table 27 
Observed First Grade Teachers’ Responses on the Importance of the Big 5 Ideas 
     Teacher                                                                               Questionnaire Responses                                   
Teachers 1-5 
Phonemic Awareness                                                                     Strongly Agree 
Teachers 1-5 
Phonics                                                                                           Strongly Agree 
 
Teachers 1-5 
Vocabulary                                                Strongly Agree 
Teachers 1-5 
Fluency                                                                                 Strongly Agree 
Teachers 1-5 
Comprehension                                                                     Strongly Agree   
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Table 28 
 Implementation of the Big 5 Ideas during Daily Reading Instruction of Teacher 1 
    Big 5 Ideas                                                   Frequency                               Percentage 
Day One to Day Five 
Phonemic Awareness                  27/30                                        90% 
Day One to Day Five                                           
Phonics                                                                30/30                                        100% 
Day One to Day Five                                         
Vocabulary                                                          28/30                                        93%                           
Day One to Day Five 
Fluency                                                               16/30                                        53% 
Day One to Day Five 
Comprehension                                                   28/30                                        93% 
Table 29 
Implementation of the Big 5 Ideas during Daily Reading Instruction of Teacher 2 
    Big 5 Ideas                                                   Frequency                               Percentage 
Day One to Day Five 
Phonemic Awareness                                          24/30                                        80% 
Day One to Day Five 
Phonics                                                                23/30                                        77% 
Day One to Day Five 
Vocabulary                                                          18/30                                        60% 
Day One to Day Five 
Fluency                                                                16/30                                        53% 
Day One to Day Five 
Comprehension                                                   13/30                                        43% 
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Table 30 
Implementation of the Big 5 Ideas during Daily Reading Instruction of Teacher 3 
    Big 5 Ideas                                                   Frequency                               Percentage 
Day One to Day Five 
Phonemic Awareness                                           6/30                                          20% 
Day One to Day Five 
Phonics                                                                13/30                                         43% 
Day One to Day Five 
Vocabulary                                                          12/30                                         40% 
Day One to Day Five 
Fluency                                                                10/30                                         33% 
Day One to Day Five 
Comprehension                                                    16/30                                        53% 
Table 31 
Implementation of the Big 5 Ideas during Daily Reading Instruction of Teacher 4 
    Big 5 Ideas                                                   Frequency                               Percentage 
Day One to Day Five 
Phonemic Awareness                                           17/30                                       57% 
Day One to Day Five 
Phonics                                                                  7/30                                        23% 
Day One to Day Five 
Vocabulary                                                           14/30                                       47% 
Day One to Day Five 
Fluency                                                                 13/30                                       43% 
Day One to Day Five 
Comprehension                                                     13/30                                       43% 
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Table 32 
Implementation of the Big 5 Ideas during Daily Reading Instruction of Teacher 5 
    Big 5 Ideas                                                   Frequency                               Percentage 
Day One to Day Five 
Phonemic Awareness                                          24/30                                         80% 
Day One to Day Five 
Phonics                                                                26/30                                         87% 
Day One to Day Five 
Vocabulary                                                          28/30                                         93% 
Day One to Day Five 
Fluency                                                                21/30                                         70% 
Day One to Day Five 
Comprehension                                                    22/30                                         73% 
 
Inter-scorer Reliability 
 The researcher and the five research assistants scored 97% on the observational 
checklist training session. During this stage of the study, the researcher was the main 
scorer, and the five research assistants were the secondary scorers. At the conclusion of 
the observational checklist training session, all five research assistants were able to 
demonstrate their proficiency levels at recording qualitative data on the five first grade 
teachers’ 5-day reading instructional practices. The formula [agreements ÷ (agreements + 
disagreements) X 100] was calculated using the results of the training session to 
determine the ability of the five research assistants to effectively use the observational 
checklist. The percentage of agreement was computed by dividing the number of 
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agreements by the number of agreements plus disagreements and multiplying by 100. 
The percentage of agreement was 97%. 
Summary of Results 
 First, in terms of first grade teachers’ perceptions of the Big 5 Ideas, descriptive 
statistics results of the first research question revealed high percentages in agreements 
among the selected participants that all five strands of effective reading instruction (i.e., 
phonemic awareness, phonics, vocabulary, fluency, and comprehension) were critical 
components for primary students in the process of acquiring the necessary early literacy 
skills. Second, the analyses of results in research question two and three indicated 
relatively high percentages in terms of first grade teachers’ levels of knowledge of the 
Big 5 Ideas (i.e., with the exception of vocabulary at 63.3%), as well as the relatively 
high percentages on how frequently these first grade teachers implement the Big 5 Ideas 
during their daily reading lessons. Third, regarding the fourth research question, the 
results indicated that there were no statistically significant differences between first grade 
teachers’ perceptions of the Big 5 Ideas and their degree types, number of years teaching, 
or types of licensure.  
 Fourth, in an effort to answer the fifth research question, the results illustrated that 
there were indications of statistically significant differences between first grade teachers’ 
implementation of the Big 5 Ideas and three out of the five strands of effective reading 
instruction: (a) phonics, (b) vocabulary, and (c) fluency. On the other hand, the results 
showed that there were no statistically significant differences between the phonemic 
awareness and comprehension strands when compared to first grade teachers’ 
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implementation of the Big 5 Ideas. Lastly, as evidenced by a thorough visual analysis of 
results (i.e., five observed first grade teachers’ questionnaire responses and their actual 
daily reading instruction), there were relatively high discrepancies (i.e., particularly with 
teacher 2, teacher 3, and teacher 4) between these first grade teachers’ perceptions of the 
Big 5 Ideas and their daily implementation of these five strands of reading instruction. In 
addition, based on the visual analysis from the researcher, there seems to be a close 
relationship between perceptions of the Big 5 Ideas reported by teacher 1 and teacher 5 
when compared to the five-day reading instructional practices observed by the five 
research assistants.  
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CHAPTER FIVE 
DISCUSSION 
Previous reading research studies have shown the necessity of including the five 
strands of effective reading instruction (i.e., phonemic awareness, phonics, vocabulary, 
fluency, and comprehension) during daily classroom teaching of reading lessons for 
primary grade students (Coyne et al., 2004; Coyne et al., 2006; Lonigan, 2006; Piasta et 
al., 2009). In addition, other research studies have revealed that reading instruction in 
primary classrooms that consistently used the above five strands in reading tends to 
expedite the growth of students’ acquisition of early literacy skills (Bowman & Trieman, 
2004; Cambourne, 2002; Fehr et al., 2012; Foorman & Torgesen, 2001; Meisinger et al., 
2010; McIntyre et al., 2008; Mesmer, 2005; Piasta et al., 2009; Snow et al., 1998; Stichter 
et al., 2009; Thames et al., 2008; Torgesen, 2004; Yeh, 2003).  
 Although researchers have conducted numerous studies on reading in the past few 
decades, most of these studies focused solely on student outcomes, as well as examining 
the effectiveness of various reading programs (Bowman & Trieman, 2004; Cambourne, 
2002; Connor et al., 2004; Connor et al., 2009; Fehr et al., 2012; McIntyre et al., 2008; 
Thames et al., 2008). To date, no research has examined first grade teachers’ perceptions 
of the five strands of reading instruction (the Big 5 Ideas), these teachers’ knowledge of 
the Big 5 Ideas, and the potential impact of their perceptions and knowledge of the Big 5 
Ideas on their daily reading instructional practices (Piasta et al., 2009).  
 The following sections of this chapter will be addressed in this order: (a) 
discussions of results that related to each of the six research questions, (b) conclusions 
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based upon the analyses of the collected data, (c) practical implications of this study, and 
(d) recommendations for further research. 
Discussions of the Six Research Questions 
 The purpose of this study was to examine first grade teachers’ perceptions of the 
Big 5 Ideas, their levels of knowledge of the Big 5 Ideas, and the possibility of their 
influence on daily reading instructional practices. Thorough discussions of the analyses 
for each of the six research questions are presented below. 
Research Question 1 
 What are first grade teachers’ perceptions of the Big 5 Ideas in effective reading 
instruction? 
 One data set (i.e., five questionnaire items focused on the importance of the Big 5 
Ideas for daily reading instruction in first grade) was used to answer the first research 
question.  A majority of first grade teachers’ questionnaire responses revealed that the 
five strands of effective reading instruction (i.e., phonemic awareness, phonics, 
vocabulary, fluency, and comprehension) were critical components in daily first grade 
reading instructional practices. Descriptive statistics output showed that an average of 
95.8% of these first grade teachers agreed in their questionnaire responses related to the 
first research question.  
It should be noted that two first grade teachers (0.9%) out of the 215 participants 
reported their disagreements of phonemic awareness as one part of the five necessary 
reading components. In addition, one first grade teacher (0.5%) reported his or her 
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disagreements on each of the other four strands of the Big 5 Ideas. First, one of several 
possible explanations for the above disagreements is that these relatively few first grade 
teachers might not have been introduced to or acquired the necessary knowledge of early 
literacy skills instruction, particularly the Big 5 Ideas, during their teacher preparation 
programs. Second, it might have been the possibility that some of these first grade 
teachers were not required at their school sites or by school administrators to include the 
Big 5 Ideas during their weekly reading instructional planning and delivery.  
Although no previous research has focused on first grade teachers’ reported 
perceptions of the Big 5 Ideas, the preliminary findings of this study relating to this first 
research question add to the existing primary reading literature on the awareness of first 
grade teachers that it was a necessity for them to acknowledge and include the Big 5 
Ideas in their daily reading lessons. The results are limited as the participants were all 
from the same school district in a relatively large county of a southwestern state in the 
United States. The participating southwestern school district in this study was ranked the 
fifth largest school district in the country (CCSD, 2012).  
Research Question 2 
 What are first grade teachers’ levels of knowledge of the Big 5 Ideas? 
 One data set (i.e., 15 questionnaire items emphasizing first grade teachers’ levels 
of knowledge of the Big 5 Ideas) was used to answer the second research question. 
Calculated total response frequencies and percentages of agree or strongly agree 
responses illustrated that most of the participating first grade teachers reported that they 
have acquired the necessary knowledge in the five strands of effective reading instruction 
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with the exception of vocabulary (63.3%) (see Table 22). Indicators of relatively 
adequate percentages of these first grade teachers’ levels of knowledge of the Big 5 Ideas 
(75.9% for phonemic awareness, 76.8% for phonics, 77.4% for fluency, and 79.1% for 
comprehension) could possibly be explained by the following contributing factors: (a) 
first grade teachers’ adequate training in knowledge of the above four strands of effective 
reading instruction during their teacher preparation programs, (b) the consistent 
instructional practices of the Big 5 Ideas during their daily reading lessons prior to their 
participation in this current study, and (c) the periodic professional development sessions 
that focused on the Big 5 Ideas at individual school sites to assist first grade teachers. In 
contrast, the lower percentage of teachers proficient in vocabulary instruction could be 
explained by the lack of training in terms of vocabulary knowledge during teacher 
preparation programs.  
 It was interesting to note the impact of these first grade teachers’ perceptions of 
the Big 5 Ideas (95.8% in the first research question) and their daily relatively effective 
reading instructional practices based on their questionnaire responses. As the total 
response frequencies and percentages in the levels of knowledge of the Big 5 Ideas 
responses revealed (see Table 22), the reported responses (i.e., in terms of total response 
frequency and percentage) were closely related in four of the five strands of effective 
reading instruction with the exception of vocabulary. This finding indicates that these 
teachers reported that they were adequately prepared to teach the above four strands of 
effective reading instruction. However, there is a need for these first grade teachers to 
acquire further knowledge in vocabulary.  
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The initial findings related to this second research question suggested that there 
are similarities between first grade teachers’ perceptions of the Big 5 Ideas (i.e., how 
important they feel the Big 5 Ideas are to daily reading lessons) and their actual 
knowledge of these five critical strands of reading instruction. Findings of the lack of first 
grade teachers’ vocabulary knowledge from this study concur with the study by Piasta et 
al. (2009), who discussed the lack of knowledge in language, literacy concepts, and 
literacy development of a number of first grade teachers. The above lack of first grade 
teachers’ vocabulary knowledge could possibly be addressed in several ways by: (1) 
reevaluating pre-service primary teachers’ training on vocabulary instructional strategies, 
(2) providing periodic professional development in vocabulary instructional strategies for 
in-service primary teachers, and (3) developing a systematic approach for progress 
monitoring primary students’ growth in vocabulary so that appropriate adjustments in 
instructional planning and delivery could be made.  
Research Question 3 
 How often do first grade teachers use the Big 5 Ideas during their actual daily 
teaching practices? 
 One data set (i.e., 45 questionnaire items focused on how frequently first grade 
teachers use the Big 5 Ideas throughout daily reading lessons) was used to answer the 
third research question. Similar results were found for this third research question when 
compared to the above second research question. Calculated total response frequencies 
and percentages of agree and strongly agree questionnaire responses illustrated the 
relatively high consistency in terms of these participating first grade teachers’ 
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implementation of the Big 5 Ideas during their daily reading instruction (91.1% for 
phonemic awareness, 94% for phonics, 84% for vocabulary, 85.4% for fluency, and 
89.3% for comprehension). 
 A number of factors might have contributed to the above-average percentages in 
implementing the Big 5 Ideas on a daily basis (see Table 23). First, as indicated in the 
findings of the above research question two, there seems to be a direct correlation 
between these first grade teachers’ knowledge of the Big 5 Ideas and how often they 
implement these five strands of effective reading instruction throughout their daily 
reading lessons. Evidently, the relatively adequate knowledge in literacy concepts and 
development of these participating first grade teachers might have led to the frequency or 
certainty of how to plan and deliver reading instruction that includes the Big 5 Ideas. 
Second, for those teachers who reported their daily implementation of the Big 5 Ideas, it 
was evident that these first grade teachers actually followed evidence-based strategies of 
the Big 5 Ideas to teach daily reading lessons based on their reported levels of knowledge 
of the Big 5 Ideas. Therefore, during the process of reading and responding to each of the 
questionnaire items, the resulting high percentages of implementation of the Big 5 Ideas 
might have indicated that these teachers were familiar with the current best practices in 
primary grade reading instruction.  
 Given the lack research in the area of the daily implementation of the Big 5 Ideas 
from first grade teachers, the findings of this third research question could serve as a 
starting point for future researchers and practitioners to conduct additional studies that 
would validate the preliminary results of this current study on the frequency of 
implementation of the Big 5 Ideas, particularly from many other first grade teachers in 
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various school districts of the country. Further, future studies should focus on whether or 
not the frequency of implementation of the Big 5 Ideas from first grade teachers might 
have been hindered by the lack of daily scheduled reading instructional times in minutes. 
For instance, studies with an experimental or group design could be conducted to 
examine and monitor the possible changes in primary students’ reading growth with both 
classrooms with more and less number of minutes of reading instruction on a daily basis.  
Research Question 4 
 Is there a difference in first grade teachers’ perceptions of the Big 5 Ideas based 
on degree types, number of years teaching, or types of licensure? 
 One data set (i.e., eight questionnaire items on first grade teachers’ perceptions of 
the Big 5 Ideas and degree types, number of years teaching, and types of licensure) was 
used to answer the fourth research question. One-way MANOVA was conducted to 
determine possible significant differences between the dependent variable (i.e., first grade 
teachers’ perceptions of the Big 5 Ideas) and the independent variables (i.e., degree types, 
number of years teaching, or types of licensure). The findings revealed no statistically 
significant differences among these variables. This indicates that the first grade teachers’ 
perceptions of the Big 5 Ideas were not influenced by their types of degree, the duration 
of their first grade teaching career, or their current types of teaching license.  
 The current results of this fourth research question raised several questions from 
the researcher. That is, additional findings from future studies are needed to validate 
whether the results of this fourth research question are reliable. The questions from the 
researcher of this study include: (a) What are the possible levels of first grade teachers’ 
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perceptions of the importance of the Big 5 Ideas that depend on the degree types? (b) 
What are the possible differences in first grade teachers’ perceptions of the importance of 
the Big 5 Ideas and the teachers’ number of years of teaching experience? (c) What are 
the possible differences in first grade teachers’ perceptions of the importance of the Big 5 
Ideas and these teachers’ types of licensure?  
 With the exception of the types of licensure, the initial assumptions from the 
researcher of this current study were that as first grade teachers acquire additional 
advanced degrees and increased teaching experience in years, these factors might 
contribute to the higher levels of how these teachers perceive or value the five critical 
components in reading instruction. On the contrary, as the findings of this particular 
fourth research question revealed, first grade teachers’ perceptions of the Big 5 Ideas 
were not influenced by any of the independent variables (i.e., degree types, number of 
years teaching, or types of licensure). To date, given no research in the area of possible 
impact of the above independent variables on these teachers’ perceptions of the Big 5 
Ideas, it is critical that further studies focus on validating the findings of this fourth 
research question in other school districts in the country and with increased sample sizes 
to obtain sufficient data for further in-depth analyses.  
Research Question 5 
 Is there a difference in first grade teachers’ implementation of the Big 5 Ideas 
based on the number of literacy or reading courses taken during their teacher preparation 
programs? 
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 One data set (i.e., 46 questionnaire items on first grade teachers’ implementation 
of the Big 5 Ideas and the number of literacy course taken) was used to answer the fifth 
research question. One-way MANOVA was conducted to determine potential differences 
between first grade teachers’ implementation of the Big 5 Ideas (dependent variables) and 
their number of reading course taken during teacher preparation programs (independent 
variable). The findings indicated variations of effects among each strand of effective 
reading instruction based on the number of literacy courses taken.  
 First, in terms of the Big 5 Ideas, the results illustrated that there were no 
statistically significant differences between the number of literacy course taken when 
computed with the two reading strands of phonemic awareness and comprehension. This 
finding indicates that, regardless of the number of literacy courses taken by these 
participating first grade teachers, phonemic awareness and comprehension strands were 
already being implemented frequently during daily reading lessons. The findings of this 
fifth research question concur with the results of the above third research question. That 
is, first grade teachers focused on teaching all five strands of effective reading instruction 
(91.1% implementation of phonemic awareness, 94% implementation of phonics, 84.2% 
implementation of vocabulary, 85.4% implementation of fluency, and 89.3% 
implementation of comprehension).  
 Second, the findings of this fifth research question demonstrated that there were 
statistically significant differences between first grade teachers’ implementation of the 
following three strands of effective reading instruction: (a) phonics, (b) vocabulary, and 
(c) fluency. This finding illustrates that the number of literacy courses taken during their 
teacher preparation programs has an impact on how these first grade teachers implement 
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the above three reading strands into their daily reading instruction. Again, since there are 
currently no research studies that relate to this particular research question, additional 
findings from future research on this topic will assist in determining and clarifying 
whether the number of literacy courses taken by first grade teachers influences how they 
implement each of the five strands of effective reading instruction during daily reading 
instructional practices.   
Research Question 6 
 Is there a relationship between first grade teachers’ perceptions of the Big 5 Ideas 
and their actual implementation of the Big 5 Ideas? 
 Two data sets (i.e., questionnaire responses from the five observed first grade 
teachers and the recorded notes of the five observational checklists of the qualitative part 
of the study) were used to visually determine any possible relationship between the five 
observed first grade teachers’ perceptions of the Big 5 Ideas in their questionnaire 
responses and their actual daily reading instructional practices. First, calculated high 
percentages of these five first grade teachers’ perceptions of the Big 5 Ideas from the 
questionnaire responses indicate the overall agreements of these teachers on the 
importance of these five effective strands of reading instruction (see Tables 26 and 27). 
The ranges of agreement were from 83% to 100% for most of the Big 5 Ideas. There were 
a few exceptions with percentages lower than 83%: (a) 67% in phonemic awareness for 
teacher 2, (b) 67% in vocabulary for teacher 2, (c) 67% in vocabulary for teacher 5, (d) 
33% in fluency for teacher 2, (e) 67% in fluency for teacher 4, and (f) 67% in 
comprehension for teacher 1. 
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 Second, based on the collected observation data using the evidence-based reading 
observational checklists from the five research assistants, frequencies and percentages of 
how often these five first grade teachers implemented the Big 5 Ideas were computed (see 
Tables 28, 29, 30, 31, and 32). The findings or visual examination of results for this sixth 
research question revealed two major variations that need to be addressed: (1) the 
discrepancies between the five first grade teachers’ questionnaire responses regarding the 
importance of the Big 5 Ideas and their actual daily reading instruction, and (2) the 
differences in the daily implementation of each of the Big 5 Ideas between these five first 
grade teachers.  
For visual examination of each of the five first grade teachers’ self-reported 
perception of the Big 5 Ideas and their daily reading instruction, 70% was set as an 
acceptable percentage for comparative purposes (i.e., teacher covers most of the required 
components in each of the five strands of reading instruction at 70% as illustrated in both 
questionnaire and observational checklist items). The following results of this thorough 
examination of both data sets for this sixth research question concur with past research on 
primary teachers’ tendencies to overestimate their levels of knowledge in reading 
instructional planning and progress monitoring of students’ reading performance when 
compared with actual daily reading instruction (Cunningham et al., 2004).  
Teacher One 
 Based on the visual examination of two data sets of teacher one’s questionnaire 
responses of the importance of the Big 5 Ideas and the five-day observational data, there 
were relationships between this first grade teacher’s perception of the strands of effective 
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reading instruction and the actual reading instructional practices for the following three 
strands: (a) phonemic awareness, (b) phonics, and (c) vocabulary (see Tables 26 and 28). 
The percentages of this teacher’s perception of the above three Big Ideas (80%, 100%, 
and 100%, respectively) were comparable to the percentages of implementation of the 
above three Big Ideas during the five-day observed reading instruction (90%, 100%, and 
93%, respectively).  
Conversely, there were no relationships between this teacher’s reported perception of 
fluency (100%) and comprehension (67%) when compared to the daily instructional 
practices (53% and 93%, respectively). This indicates that teacher one has consistently 
taught the four strands of effective reading instruction (i.e., phonemic awareness, 
phonics, vocabulary, and comprehension) based on the reported perceptions on the 
questionnaire responses. Further, for the last two strands of reading instruction (i.e., 
fluency and comprehension), the results revealed discrepancies between this teacher’s 
perception of the Big 5 Ideas and the actual daily reading instruction (see Tables 26 and 
28). One of the possible explanations for the above differences was that teacher one 
might not have been emphasizing on fluency as often as the other four strands since there 
might not be sufficient instructional time for all Big 5 Ideas on a daily basis.  
Teacher Two 
 The visual examination of two data sets of teacher two’s questionnaire responses 
on the importance of the Big 5 Ideas and the five-day observational data revealed a  
relationships between the reported perception of only one out of the five strands of 
effective reading instruction and the daily reading instruction for phonics (see Tables 26 
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and 29). First, the percentage of this teachers’ perception of phonics was 100% as 
compared to the percentage of implementation (77%) of phonics during the five-day 
observed reading instruction. This indicates that teacher two has consistently 
implemented phonics during daily reading instruction as reflected in the questionnaire 
self-reported perception of phonics.  
Second, for phonemic awareness, the percentage of implementation was 80% 
although the reported perception of this particular strand was 67%. This indicates that, 
although teacher two reported being uncertain of how to implement phonemic awareness, 
the actual implementation of phonemic awareness during the five-day observation was at 
the acceptable percentage of 80%. Third, when compared with the percentages of 
perception (i.e., 67% for vocabulary, 33% for fluency, and 100% for comprehension), 
there was indication of a relationship between the last three strands of effective reading 
instruction and the actual implementation of these three strands (60% for vocabulary, 
53% for fluency, and 43% for comprehension), but that neither level was acceptable.  
Teacher Three 
 Based on the visual examination of two data sets of teacher three’s questionnaire 
responses of the importance of the Big 5 Ideas and the five-day observational data, the 
results revealed no relationship between teacher three’s self-reported perception of the 
Big 5 Ideas and the five-day observed reading instruction (see Tables 26 and 30). The 
above results were illustrated by teacher three’s questionnaire responses rating the 
importance of the Big 5 Ideas as 100% for each of the five strands when compared to the 
percentages of observed implementation of the Big 5 Ideas as: (a) 20% for phonemic 
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awareness, (b) 43% for phonics, (c) 40% for vocabulary, (d) 33% for fluency, and (e) 
53% for comprehension. The above percentages indicates that teacher three has not 
consistently used the five strands of effective reading instruction during daily reading 
instructional practices throughout the five-day observations. 
Teacher Four 
 The visual examination of both data sets (i.e., questionnaire response from teacher 
four on the Big 5 Ideas and the five-day observational data) demonstrated that there was 
no relationship between teacher four’s self-reported perception of the importance of  
phonemic awareness, phonics, vocabulary, and comprehension when compared with the 
daily reading instructional practices (see Tables 26 and 31). On the questionnaire, 
Teacher four indicated that the importance of each of the Big 5 Ideas was 100% with the 
exception of fluency at 67%. The gathered results from the observational checklist 
showed that teacher four’s implementations of all five strands of effective reading 
instruction were below the set acceptable average of 70%. There was only one 
relationship between teacher four’s reported questionnaire response on fluency and the 
actual implementation of this particular strand during the five-day reading instruction 
(67% and 43%, respectively). Overall, this indicates that the Big 5 Ideas have not been 
implemented regularly during daily reading instruction in this classroom.  
 Additionally, it should be noted that the visual examination of data for teacher 
four might be affected by the fact that the research assistant (i.e., research assistant four) 
was not able to observe this classroom in various time blocks during the five-day 
observations. Due to the sudden change in the research assistant’s schedule, teacher four 
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was observed at the same time throughout the five reading instructional days. This could 
mean that teacher four might be implementing the Big 5 Ideas during times or days when 
research assistant four was not there to observe and collect data. Based on the above 
results, future studies should place an emphasis on the flexibility of scheduling of 
classroom observations from all research assistants.  
Teacher Five 
 Based on the visual examination of both data sets of teacher five’s questionnaire 
responses of the Big 5 Ideas and the five-day observational data, the results showed that 
there were strong relationships between teacher five’s reported perception on four strands 
of effective reading instruction and the five-day observed data (see Tables 26 and 32). 
Teacher five’s reported questionnaire responses on the Big 5 Ideas were 100% for 
phonemic awareness, 100% for phonics, 83% for fluency, and 83% for comprehension, 
while the response for vocabulary was 67%. The percentages of implementation of the 
Big 5 Ideas were: (a) 80% for phonemic awareness, (b) 87% for phonics, (c) 93% for 
vocabulary, (d) 70% for fluency, and (e) 73% for comprehension.  
 This showed that teacher five has consistently implemented all five strands of 
effective reading instruction during daily reading lessons. One of the possible 
explanations for the reported questionnaire response of vocabulary as 67% was that 
teacher five might not have been focusing on the vocabulary strand as often as the other 
four strands since there was not sufficient time to cover all Big 5 Ideas during daily 
reading instructional practices. Additionally, the 67% questionnaire response on 
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vocabulary was relatively close to the acceptable set percentage (70%) for each of the 
five strands in reading instruction.  
Conclusions of the Current Study 
 Coyne et al. (2004) stated that the importance of literacy skills in kindergarten and 
first grade as the foundation for appropriate development of subsequent reading skills in 
public schools. Recent studies indicated that primary teachers’ knowledge of literacy 
concepts and development have an influence on students’ reading performances (Fehr et 
al., 2012; Piasta et al., 2009). Based on the findings of this study, this section begins with 
a number of various conclusions from the researcher. First, a relatively high percentage 
of first grade teachers indicated that the Big 5 Ideas were critical components in daily 
effective reading instruction. Second, first grade teachers’ levels of knowledge of the Big 
5 Ideas varied between each component or strand of reading instruction. The majority of 
first grade teachers seem to have adequate knowledge on phonemic awareness, phonics, 
fluency, and comprehension. However, first grade teachers’ knowledge in vocabulary 
seemed to be lower as reported by these participating first grade teachers. Third, the 
findings of this study indicated relatively high percentages and frequencies of 
implementation of all five strands of effective reading instruction.  
Fourth, based on the responses of the questionnaire, there have been consistent efforts 
of these first grade teachers to encourage and involve parents with the weekly instruction 
of the Big 5 Ideas. Most of these teachers reported that they have been working with 
parents to bridge the learning gap between the school and the home learning 
environments in terms of enhancing students’ skills of the Big 5 Ideas. Fifth, based on the 
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results of observed data from the five research assistants, first grade teachers from the 
five classrooms taught each of the Big 5 Ideas components separately throughout the 
instructional week. The potential difference in primary students’ growth might vary from 
these classrooms when being compared with other first grade classrooms in future studies 
that focus on teaching all Big 5 Ideas components on a daily basis. Sixth, the responses 
from the questionnaire indicated that there have been no statistically significant 
differences between first grade teachers’ perceptions of the Big 5 Ideas and these 
teachers’ degree types, number of years teaching, or types of licensure.  
Seventh, the examination of both quantitative and qualitative data revealed 
statistically significant differences between first grade teachers’ implementation of three 
strands of the Big 5 Ideas (i.e., phonics, vocabulary, and fluency) and the number of 
literacy courses taken. On the other hand, there were no statistically significant 
differences between these first grade teachers’ implementation of both phonemic 
awareness and comprehension and the number of literacy courses taken during their 
teacher preparation programs. Lastly, the visual analysis of the collected data (i.e., 
quantitative and qualitative) revealed that there was not a strong relationship or 
confirmation between first grade teachers’ reported perceptions of the Big 5 Ideas and 
their daily implementation of these five critical reading components during the five-day 
observed instructional times (i.e., teacher two, teacher three, and teacher four). On the 
other hand, there was a strong relationship between the reported perceptions of the Big 5 
Ideas and implementation of these five strands of reading instruction from teacher one 
and teacher five.  
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Practical Implications from the Current Study 
 There are a number of practical implications based on the results of this study. 
First, for primary teachers who might need additional training on vocabulary, the results 
of this study could be used as a starting point for administrators to arrange and provide 
professional development sessions on this critical area for these classroom teachers to 
enhance their vocabulary knowledge. Second, based on the brief examination of their 
own perceptions and levels of knowledge of the Big 5 Ideas from the questionnaire, first 
grade teachers should seek additional assistance or enrolling in graduate courses in early 
literacy concepts and development in terms of the reported perceptions of the Big 5 Ideas 
to strengthen and enhance their skills of all five reading components. Third, based on 
their questionnaire responses, these teachers could then make necessary changes during 
their daily reading instructional planning and delivery to possibly change primary 
students’ reading outcomes. Fourth, the results of this study could serve as a guideline for 
administrators and classroom teachers to decide whether their daily reading instruction 
should focus on all Big 5 Ideas daily to possibly increase primary students’ reading 
abilities, particularly the acquisition of knowledge of the Big 5 Ideas.  
Recommendations for Future Research 
 Based on the results of this initial study on first grade teachers’ perceptions of the 
Big 5 Ideas, the following section includes recommendations from the researcher for 
future studies. First, studies should place an emphasis on investigating the frequency of 
first grade teachers’ teaching practices of the Big 5 Ideas in elementary schools across 
various counties and states in the country. The results might provide adequate data for 
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future studies to examine and compare students’ potential reading growth based on the 
variation of the Big 5 Ideas implementation throughout primary classrooms in the United 
States. Second, studies should focus on expanding the design of this current study with a 
larger sample size, as well as increasing the number of first grade classrooms to be 
observed for the qualitative portion. The outcomes of these studies might reflect a more 
accurate and representative results of first grade teachers’ perceptions and 
implementation of the Big 5 Ideas. Therefore, it might provide additional data for future 
researchers to improve the ending results of future studies when compared to the results 
of this initial study.  
Third, studies should be conducted to investigate teachers’ perceptions and levels of 
knowledge of the Big 5 Ideas for different grade levels such as kindergarten and second, 
intermediate grades from 3-8, and high schools. The results would allow researchers, 
practitioners, administrators, and classroom teachers to be able to systematically monitor 
the periodic reading growth of all students across grade levels over time. Fourth, studies 
should emphasize examining the potential differences in students’ reading growth 
between primary classrooms with and without the consistent daily instruction on the Big 
5 Ideas. The outcomes of these studies might provide insight for school districts, 
administrators, and classroom teachers to determine whether it is beneficial to teach the 
Big 5 Ideas together on a daily basis in primary classrooms. Fifth, studies should increase 
the number of research assistants to observe a variety of first grade classrooms from 
different school zones of this southwestern county or other counties to obtain sufficient 
data for interpretation between questionnaire responses and first grade teachers’ actual 
daily teaching practices. The outcomes of these future studies could provide additional 
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data for researchers to further validate any possible discrepancies between first grade 
teachers’ questionnaire responses and their daily teaching of reading lessons.  
Sixth, studies of other methods such as experimental or group design should include 
classroom teachers and students, as well as focusing on the changes in reading growth of 
primary students from the results of both an experimental and a controlled group or 
groups of participants. The outcomes of these studies might provide the explicit 
indicators of primary students’ reading growth for enhanced classroom reading 
instructional planning. In addition, necessary professional development sessions could be 
provided by site administrators to those classroom teachers that need to further their 
knowledge of any strand of the Big 5 Ideas. Seventh, studies of similar design should be 
conducted to include focus groups of first grade teachers and other grade levels to obtain 
additional qualitative data for further analyses of all collected data. The outcomes of 
these studies should provide future researchers with much-needed qualitative data on 
primary teachers’ perceptions of the Big 5 Ideas as well as their daily instructional 
practices of these five critical reading components. Lastly, studies should place an 
emphasis on potential reading growth of both typical developing primary students and 
students of kindergarten to second grade with special needs. The results of these studies 
could provide general education and special education teachers the appropriate data on 
reading growth of all students (with and without special needs) so that they are more 
likely to be able to adjust or improve their weekly instructional planning and delivery.  
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APPENDIX A 
EXEMPT RESEARCH STUDY 
INFORMED CONSENT FOR TEACHERS 
 Department of Educational and Clinical Studies 
    
TITLE OF STUDY: First Grade Teachers’ Perceptions of the Five Strands of Effective 
Reading Instruction and Their Possible Influence on Daily Instructional Practices. 
INVESTIGATOR(S) AND CONTACT PHONE NUMBER: Dr. Jeffrey Gelfer, 
Principal Investigator and Neal Nghia Nguyen, Doctoral Student Researcher 
Dr. Jeffrey Gelfer 702-895-1327 and Neal Nghia Nguyen 702-895-3185 
    
 
The purpose of this study is to examine first grade teachers’ perceptions of their literacy 
knowledge of the Big Five Ideas in reading (phonemic awareness, phonics, vocabulary, 
fluency, and comprehension) and the possibility of their influence on actual daily 
instructional practices.  
 
You are being asked to participate in the study because you meet the following criteria: 
You are a first grade teacher who is currently teaching in first grade classroom during the 
2012-2013 academic school years in Clark County School District, Nevada. 
 
If you volunteer to participate in this study, you will be asked to do the following: (a) fill 
out the First Grade Teachers’ Perceptions of the Big Five Ideas Questionnaire 
(FTPBFIQ) of 78 items, (b) possible participation in the qualitative (5-days classroom 
observation/1-1 ½ hours per day) portion of the study if you indicate your willingness 
and agree to participate in the last item or part (item 78) of the questionnaire. This study 
includes only minimal risks.  The questionnaire part of this study will take approximately 
30-45 minutes of your time. You will not be compensated for your time.  Your assistance 
is greatly appreciated by all research team members.   
 
For questions regarding the rights of research subjects, any complaints or comments 
regarding the manner in which the study is being conducted you may contact the UNLV 
Office of Research Integrity – Human Subjects at 702-895-2794, toll free at 877-895-
2794, or via email at IRB@unlv.edu. Your participation in this study is voluntary. You 
may withdraw at any time.  You are encouraged to ask questions about this study at the 
beginning or any time during the research study.  
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Participant Consent:  
I have read the above information and agree to participate in this study.  I am at least 18 
years of age.  A copy of this form has been given to me. 
 
 
 
Print Name and Signature of Participant                                                                     Date 
 
Participant Note: Please do not sign this document if the Approval Stamp is 
missing or is expired. 
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APPENDIX B 
TIMELINE OF THE STUDY 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Phase 
One 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Phase 
One 
Stage One: Development of questionnaire and 
observational checklist (May-August 2012). 
Stage Two: Completion of Institutional Review 
Board (IRB) protocol and CCSD paperwork 
(October-December 2012). 
Stage Three: Identification of 780 first grade 
teachers with the assistance from the CCSD 
Director of Literacy K-12 (December-January 
2013). 
Stage Four: Send introduction and consent 
letters out to principals and first grade teachers 
for participation and approvals (December-
January 2013). 
Stage Five: Send out questionnaires to first 
grade teachers (Qualtrics). Responses should be 
completed and returned within 2 rounds or weeks 
(Mid-January-February 2013). 
 
 
Phase 
Two 
Stage Six: Enter/analyze responses into 
SPSS/Run Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA). 
Selection and notification of five first grade 
teachers to be observed by five research 
assistants during the qualitative part of the study 
(Mid-February- February 2013).  
Stage Seven: Collection of both qualitative and 
quantitative data for analyses (February-March 
2013).  
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APPENDIX C 
September 7, 2012 
 
Director of Literacy K-12 
Clark County School District, Nevada 
Dear Mrs. Reitz:   
My name is Neal Nghia Nguyen and I am currently a Ph.D. candidate and a Visiting 
Lecturer in the Department of Educational and Clinical Studies at the University of 
Nevada Las Vegas (UNLV). I have completed all doctoral course work as well as 
successfully passed my doctoral comprehensive exam. I am in the process of working on 
my dissertation as a culminating research project to fulfill the final requirement of my 
Ph.D. program of studies.  
I will be submitting all required protocol and paper work to the Clark County School 
District (CCSD) after the receipt of approval from IRB of UNLV to proceed with the 
proposed research with first grade teachers of Clark County School District. With your 
permission, I would like to request a meeting with you to discuss on the following items: 
 The brief description of my proposed study 
 The thorough selection of first grade teachers (N=780) within CCSD (names, 
work emails, school locations of first grade teachers) 
Your assistance and advice upon this matter will be greatly appreciated. I am looking 
forward to hearing from you at your earliest convenience since the IRB office at UNLV 
requires one CCSD Letter of Acknowledgement (facility authorization) from one 
principal for my observational part of the study as soon as possible. Should you have any 
questions or concerns, please contact me at 702-895-3185 or my cell phone at 951-823-
9376.  
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Sincerely,  
Neal Nghia Nguyen, Ph.D. Candidate 
The University of Nevada Las Vegas 
College of Education 
Department of Educational and Clinical Studies 
Office: CEB 110 
Office Phone: 702-895-3185 
Cell Phone: 951-823-9376 
Email: nnguyen@unlv.nevada.edu 
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APPENDIX D 
First Grade Teachers’ Perceptions of the Five Strands of Effective Reading 
Instruction Questionnaire (FTPBFIQ) 
In order to better understand how you feel about the Big Five Ideas in reading instruction, 
please respond to each of the following items with care. Please circle or choose only 
ONE choice for each item in your responses. 
Your responses and confidentiality of all items are greatly appreciated and 
protected at all times. 
1. Strongly Disagree    2.  Disagree    3.  Undecided    4.  Agree    5.  Strongly Agree 
 
 PART ONE (GENERAL QUESTIONNAIRE OF THE 
FIVE STRANDS OF EFFECTIVE READING 
INSTRUCTION) 
 
 
1 I use appropriate phonemic awareness activities for students to 
practice during reading instructional times. 
 
1   2   3   4   5 
2 I have learned the proper stages of phonemic awareness 
development during my teacher preparation program. 
 
1   2   3   4   5 
3 I teach phonemic awareness to students on a daily basis. 
 
1   2   3   4   5 
4 I have learned phonemic awareness development in at least one 
of my literacy courses during my teacher preparation program. 
 
1   2   3   4   5 
5 I have a systematic or evidence-based way of assessing and 
recording the growth of students in phonemic awareness 
development periodically. 
 
1   2   3   4   5 
6 Phonemic awareness is one part of the five critical components 
in teaching students to read properly. 
 
1   2   3   4   5 
7 I use evidence-based strategies to teach phonics to my students 
during reading instructional times.  
 
1   2   3   4   5 
8 I have acquired the necessary skills in teaching phonics 
throughout my teacher preparation program. 
 
1   2   3   4   5 
9 I teach phonics to students on a daily basis. 
 
1   2   3   4   5 
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10 I have gained phonics teaching strategies in at least one of my 
literacy courses during my teacher preparation program. 
 
1   2   3   4   5 
11 I have a systematic or evidence-based way of assessing and 
recording the progress of students in phonics periodically. 
 
1   2   3   4   5 
12 Phonics is one of the five important components in teaching 
reading effectively for my students. 
 
1   2   3   4   5 
13 I use proper teaching and learning materials to promote the 
growth of vocabulary for my students during reading 
instructional times. 
 
1   2   3   4   5 
14 I have learned how to teach and increase the growth of 
vocabulary for students during my teacher preparation program.  
 
1   2   3   4   5 
15 I teach new words and review old ones to students on a daily 
basis. 
 
1   2   3   4   5 
16 I have learned vocabulary teaching strategies in at least one of 
my literacy courses during my teacher preparation program. 
 
1   2   3   4   5 
17 I have a systematic way of assessing and recording the progress 
of students in vocabulary acquisition on a regular basis.  
 
1   2   3   4   5 
18 Vocabulary is one of the five necessary components in effective 
teaching in reading for my students.  
 
1   2   3   4   5 
19 I practice with students for fluency during reading period in 
small group settings. 
 
1   2   3   4   5 
20 I have acquired the necessary skills to teach fluency for my 
students during my teacher preparation program.  
 
1   2   3   4   5 
21 I gave my students the opportunities to practice for fluency on a 
daily basis.  
 
1   2   3   4   5 
22 I have learned strategies on how to enhance reading fluency for 
students in at least one of my literacy courses during my teacher 
preparation program.  
 
1   2   3   4   5 
23 I have a systematic way of assessing and recording the progress 
of students in reading fluency periodically.  
 
 
1   2   3   4   5 
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24 Reading fluency is one of the five necessary strands of effective 
reading instruction for my students.  
 
1   2   3   4   5 
25 I use appropriate reading activities in small group settings to 
enhance the levels of text comprehension for my students 
 
1   2   3   4   5 
26 I have gained skills on how to increase the growth in reading 
comprehension for my students during my teacher preparation 
program. 
 
1   2   3   4   5 
27 I practice reading and re-reading new and old books with 
students to promote text comprehension on a daily basis.  
 
1   2   3   4   5 
28 I have gained comprehension teaching strategies in at least one 
of my literacy courses during my teacher preparation program.  
 
1   2   3   4   5 
29 I have a systematic way of assessing and recording the growth 
in reading comprehension of my students on a regular basis.  
 
1   2   3   4   5 
30 Reading comprehension is one of the five important 
components of effective reading instructional planning and 
delivery for my students.  
 
1   2   3   4   5 
 PART TWO (INSTRUCTIONAL PRACTICE 
CHECKLIST OF THE FIVE STRANDS OF EFFECTIVE 
READING INSTRUCTION) 
 
 
 Phonemic Awareness  
31 I have been teaching my students to recognize individual 
sounds in words in small groups periodically (phoneme 
isolation). 
 
1   2   3   4   5 
32 I have been teaching my students to recognize common sounds 
in various words in small groups on a weekly basis (phoneme 
identity). 
 
1   2   3   4   5 
33 I have been teaching my students to recognize words with odd 
sounds in a sequence in small groups regularly (phoneme 
categorization).  
 
1   2   3   4   5 
34 I have been teaching my students to listen to separate sounds 
and combine those sounds to make new words in small groups 
periodically (phoneme blending). 
 
1   2   3   4   5 
35 I have been teaching my students to separate words into their 
individual sounds in small groups on a weekly basis (phoneme 
1   2   3   4   5 
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segmentation).  
 
36 I have been teaching my students to be able to add, delete, or 
substitute phonemes to make new words in small groups 
regularly (phoneme manipulation).  
 
1   2   3   4   5 
37 I have been encouraging parents to be involved with phonemic 
awareness of their own children in the home learning 
environments on a regular basis.  
 
1   2   3   4   5 
 Phonics  
38 I have been reviewing with my students on the relationship of 
letters and sounds in small groups on a weekly basis.  
 
1   2   3   4   5 
39 I have been applying letter-sound knowledge with my students 
in small groups during daily reading practice. 
 
1   2   3   4   5 
40 I have been teaching phonics along with word study instruction 
to my students on a weekly basis. 
 
1   2   3   4   5 
41 I have been teaching my students to look at words and 
recognize regular patterns and similarities in small groups 
periodically.  
 
1   2   3   4   5 
42 I have been teaching my students to be able to use word 
recognition strategies in small groups during our daily reading 
activities.  
 
1   2   3   4   5 
43 I have been teaching my students consonants, short and long 
vowels, beginning and ending diagraphs, various blends, high 
frequency words, silent letters in words, and inflectional 
endings in words in small groups on a regular basis.  
 
1   2   3   4   5 
44 I have been encouraging parents to be involved with phonic 
skills of their own children in the home learning environments 
on a regular basis.  
 
1   2   3   4   5 
 Vocabulary  
45 I have been teaching and engaged my students in word learning 
and meaning of words in small groups on a daily basis.  
 
1   2   3   4   5 
46 I have been reading to my students after the introduction of new 
words in the stories in small groups during my daily reading 
instructional practice.  
 
 
1   2   3   4   5 
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47 I have been teaching my students to use words that they have 
learned in small groups on a regular basis.  
 
1   2   3   4   5 
48 I have been using various active word walls for different 
subjects for my students to be engaged in learning and 
reviewing old and new words periodically.  
 
1   2   3   4   5 
49 I have been teaching my students various word-attacking 
strategies for them to become independent word learners.  
 
1   2   3   4   5 
50 I have been teaching my students word roots, prefixes, suffixes, 
word families, letters and words patterns in small groups on a 
daily basis.  
 
1   2   3   4   5 
51 I have been encouraging parents to be involved with the 
acquisition of vocabulary of their own children in the home 
learning environments on a regular basis.  
 
1   2   3   4   5 
 Fluency  
52 I have been spending at least 15-20 minutes daily to teach or 
model fluent reading to my students.  
 
1   2   3   4   5 
53 I have been reading to all of my students daily in both whole 
and small groups.  
 
1   2   3   4   5 
54 I have been encouraging repeated readings to my students by 
reading and rereading the same text more than twice on a 
regular basis. 
 
1   2   3   4   5 
55 I have been supporting my students in fluency by having them 
read with other fluent readers in the class as well as with 
audiotapes on a daily basis in small groups.  
 
1   2   3   4   5 
56 I have been making certain that my students read texts at their 
independent reading levels on a daily basis.  
 
1   2   3   4   5 
57 I have been requiring my students to use their listening center in 
the classroom to enhance their skills in tape-recorded reading 
on a daily basis.  
 
1   2   3   4   5 
58 I have been encouraging parents to be involved with reading 
fluency of their own children in the home learning 
environments on a regular basis.  
 
 
 
1   2   3   4   5 
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 Comprehension  
59 I have been building background knowledge for my students by 
telling and discussing with them about the topics to be read 
prior to actual daily readings.  
 
1   2   3   4   5 
60 I have been using “connection to read-aloud” to help my 
students create mental images while they are listening to my 
daily readings. 
 
1   2   3   4   5 
61 I have been using “compare and contrast” to help my students 
to make connections of new things to be learned from their 
daily readings to what they are already know.  
 
1   2   3   4   5 
62 I have been teaching my students to make associations between 
themselves and the settings, authors, illustrators, characters, and 
various events in their daily readings in small groups.  
 
1   2   3   4   5 
63 I have been engaging in periodic/brief discussions and 
questions with answers throughout the daily readings with both 
whole and small groups.  
 
1   2   3   4   5 
64 I have been teaching my students on how to summarize their 
understanding of texts in their daily readings by both oral and 
written presentations to whole and small groups within the 
class.  
 
1   2   3   4   5 
65 I have been encouraging parents to be involved with reading 
comprehension of their own children in the home learning 
environments on a regular basis.  
 
1   2   3   4   5 
 TEACHERS DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION 
 
 
66 My school is located in the _______region: 
 
1.Southeast   2. Southwest   3. Northeast    4. Northwest    5. 
Not sure 
 
1   2   3   4   5 
67 My elementary school socioeconomic status is:  
 
1.Title One                                                     2.Non-title One     
 
1   2    
68 There are ________first grade teachers at my elementary 
school:  
 
1.Two            2.Three          3.Four          4.Five         5.Five or 
more 
1   2   3   4   5 
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69 My age is in the following range:  
 
1.20-25          2. 25-30          3. 30-35        4.35-40        5. 40 or 
more 
 
1   2   3   4   5 
70 My gender is:  
 
1. Male                                                                   2. Female 
 
1           2 
71 My class size is: 
 
1. 10-15      2. 15-20      3. 20-25      4. 25-30       5.30-35 
 
1  2  3  4  5 
72 The approximate percentage of boys/girls in my class is:  
 
1. 40/60        2. 50/50       3. 60/40      4. 70/30      5. 80/20 
 
1  2  3  4  5 
73 My race is:  
 
1.White   2. African-American    3. Asian    4. Hispanic   5. 
European 
 
 1    2    3    4   5 
74 I have been teaching first grade for ________ years: 
 
1.1-3            2. 3-6           3. 6-9            4. 9-12           5. 12-more 
years 
 
1   2   3   4   5 
75 I have taken ________literacy course(s) during my teacher 
preparation program: 
 
1.One           2.Two           3.Three           4.Four          5.Five or 
more 
 
1   2   3   4   5 
76 I  currently hold the following type of teaching license:  
 
1.Elementary          2.Special Education          3.Early Childhood     
 
                 4. ECE/ECSE           5.K-12 Special License 
 
 
1   2   3   4   5 
77 I have obtained the following degree in education:  
 
1.B.S       2.B.A       3.M.Ed        4.Ed.S        5.Ph.D/Ed.D. 
 
 
1   2   3   4   5 
205 
 
 PART THREE (OBSERVATIONAL PART) 
 
 
78 If chosen, I am willing to participate in the observational part of 
this study after I have completed all of the above items. I also 
understand that I will be contacted by the researcher to schedule 
the exact date and time of the five-day reading instructional 
observations in my classroom. 
 
Yes     No 
 OPTIONAL 
 
Please write in the provided space below of your own 
perceptions and level of knowledge of the Big 5 Ideas. Describe 
how these factors affect your own daily reading instructional 
practices. 
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CLASSROOM OBSERVATIONAL CHECKLIST 
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APPENDIX E 
Classroom Observational Checklist 
Teacher Name:  
Classroom:  
DAY ONE 
Date Reading Component (Phonemic Awareness) Indication  
(Yes or No) 
Additional 
Comments 
  
The teacher teaches his/her students to recognize 
individual sounds in words (phoneme isolation). 
 
  
  
The teacher teaches his/her students to recognize 
common sounds in various words (phoneme 
identity). 
 
  
  
The teacher teaches his/her students to recognize 
words with odd sounds in a sequence (phoneme 
categorization).  
 
  
  
The teacher teaches his/her students to listen to 
separate sounds and combine those sounds to 
make new words (phoneme blending). 
 
  
  
The teacher teaches his/her students to separate 
words into their individual sounds (phoneme 
segmentation).  
 
  
  
The teacher teaches his/her students to add, 
delete, or substitute phonemes to make new 
words (phoneme manipulation).  
 
  
  
The teacher shares with inter-rater/researcher that 
he/she encourages his/her parents to be involved 
with phonemic awareness with their own 
children in the home learning environments. 
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APPENDIX E 
Classroom Observational Checklist 
Teacher Name:  
Classroom:  
DAY ONE 
Date Reading Component (Phonics) Indication  
(Yes or No) 
Additional 
Comments 
  
The teacher reviews with his/her students on 
the relationships of letters and sounds.  
 
  
  
The teacher applies letter-sound knowledge 
with his/her students during daily reading 
practice.  
 
  
  
The teacher teaches phonics along with word 
study instruction to his/her students.  
 
  
  
The teacher teaches his/her students to look at 
words and recognize regular patterns and 
similarities.  
 
  
  
The teacher teaches his/her students to be able 
to use word recognition strategies.  
 
  
  
The teacher teaches his/her students 
consonants, short and long vowels, beginning 
and ending diagraphs, various blends, high 
frequency words, silent letters in words, and 
inflectional endings in words.  
 
  
  
The teacher shares with inter-rater/researcher 
that he/she encourages his/her parents to be 
involved with phonics with their own children 
in the home learning environments. 
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APPENDIX E 
Classroom Observational Checklist 
Teacher Name:  
Classroom:  
DAY ONE 
Date Reading Component (Vocabulary) Indication  
(Yes or No) 
Additional 
Comments 
  
The teacher teaches and engages his/her 
students in word learning and meaning of 
words.  
 
  
  
The teacher reads to his/her students after the 
introduction of new words.  
 
  
  
The teacher teaches his/her students to use 
words that they have learned.  
 
  
  
The teacher uses active word walls of various 
subjects to promote vocabulary growth of 
his/her students.  
 
  
  
The teacher teaches his/her students different 
word-attacking strategies to become 
independent word learners.  
 
  
  
The teacher teaches his/her students word 
roots, prefixes, suffixes, word families, letters, 
and words patterns. 
 
  
  
The teacher shares with inter-rater/researcher 
that he/she encourages his/her parents to be 
involved with vocabulary with their own 
children in the home learning environments. 
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APPENDIX E 
Classroom Observational Checklist 
Teacher Name:  
Classroom:  
DAY ONE 
Date Reading Component (Fluency) Indication  
(Yes or No) 
Additional 
Comments 
  
The teacher spends at least 15-20 minutes 
daily to teach or model fluent reading to 
his/her students.  
 
  
  
The teacher reads to his/her students in both 
whole and small groups.  
 
  
  
The teacher encourages repeated readings to 
his/her students by reading and rereading the 
same text more than twice. 
 
  
  
The teacher supports his/her students in 
fluency by having them read with other fluent 
readers in the class as well as with audiotapes. 
 
  
  
The teacher makes certain that his/her students 
read texts at their independent reading levels. 
 
  
  
The teacher requires his/her students to use 
their listening center in the classroom to 
enhance their skills in tape-recorded reading.  
 
  
  
The teacher shares with inter-rater/researcher 
that he/she encourages his/her parents to be 
involved with fluency with their own children 
in the home learning environments. 
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APPENDIX E 
Classroom Observational Checklist 
Teacher Name:  
Classroom:  
DAY ONE 
Date Reading Component (Comprehension) Indication  
(Yes or No) 
Additional 
Comments 
  
The teacher builds background knowledge for 
his/her students by telling and discussing with 
them about the topics to be read prior to actual 
daily readings. 
 
  
  
The teacher uses “connection to read-aloud” to 
help his/her students create mental images 
while they are listening to his/her daily 
readings. 
 
  
  
The teacher uses “compare and contrast” to 
help his/her students to make connections of 
new things to be learned from their daily 
readings to what they are already know. 
 
  
  
The teacher teaches his/her students to make 
associations between themselves and the 
settings, authors, illustrators, characters, and 
various events. 
 
  
  
The teacher engages in periodic/brief 
discussions and questions with answers 
throughout the daily readings with his/her 
students in both whole and small groups.  
 
  
  
The teacher teaches his/her students on how to 
summarize their understanding of texts in their 
daily readings by both oral and written 
presentations to whole and small groups within  
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the class. 
 
 The teacher shares with inter-rater/researcher 
that he/she encourages his/her parents to be 
involved with comprehension with their own 
children in the home learning environments. 
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APPENDIX E 
Classroom Observational Checklist 
Teacher Name:  
Classroom:  
DAY TWO 
Date Reading Component (Phonemic Awareness) Indication  
(Yes or No) 
Additional 
Comments 
  
The teacher teaches his/her students to 
recognize individual sounds in words 
(phoneme isolation). 
  
  
The teacher teaches his/her students to 
recognize common sounds in various words 
(phoneme identity). 
 
  
  
The teacher teaches his/her students to 
recognize words with odd sounds in a 
sequence (phoneme categorization).  
 
  
  
The teacher teaches his/her students to listen to 
separate sounds and combine those sounds to 
make new words (phoneme blending). 
 
  
  
The teacher teaches his/her students to 
separate words into their individual sounds 
(phoneme segmentation).  
 
  
  
The teacher teaches his/her students to add, 
delete, or substitute phonemes to make new 
words (phoneme manipulation).  
 
  
  
The teacher shares with inter-rater/researcher 
that he/she encourages his/her parents to be 
involved with phonemic awareness with their 
own children in the home learning 
environments. 
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APPENDIX E 
Classroom Observational Checklist 
Teacher Name:  
Classroom:  
DAY TWO 
Date Reading Component (Phonics) Indication  
(Yes or No) 
Additional 
Comments 
  
The teacher reviews with his/her students on 
the relationships of letters and sounds.  
 
  
  
The teacher applies letter-sound knowledge 
with his/her students during daily reading 
practice.  
 
  
  
The teacher teaches phonics along with word 
study instruction to his/her students.  
 
  
  
The teacher teaches his/her students to look at 
words and recognize regular patterns and 
similarities.  
 
  
  
The teacher teaches his/her students to be able 
to use word recognition strategies.  
 
  
  
The teacher teaches his/her students 
consonants, short and long vowels, beginning 
and ending diagraphs, various blends, high 
frequency words, silent letters in words, and 
inflectional endings in words.  
 
  
  
The teacher shares with inter-rater/researcher 
that he/she encourages his/her parents to be 
involved with phonics with their own children 
in the home learning environments. 
 
  
215 
 
APPENDIX E 
Classroom Observational Checklist 
Teacher Name:  
Classroom:  
DAY TWO 
Date Reading Component (Vocabulary) Indication  
(Yes or No) 
Additional 
Comments 
  
The teacher teaches and engages his/her 
students in word learning and meaning of 
words.  
 
  
  
The teacher reads to his/her students after the 
introduction of new words.  
 
  
  
The teacher teaches his/her students to use 
words that they have learned.  
 
  
  
The teacher uses active word walls of various 
subjects to promote vocabulary growth of 
his/her students.  
 
  
  
The teacher teaches his/her students different 
word-attacking strategies to become 
independent word learners.  
 
  
  
The teacher teaches his/her students word 
roots, prefixes, suffixes, word families, letters, 
and words patterns. 
 
  
  
The teacher shares with inter-rater/researcher 
that he/she encourages his/her parents to be 
involved with vocabulary with their own 
children in the home learning environments. 
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Classroom Observational Checklist 
Teacher Name:  
Classroom:  
DAY TWO 
Date Reading Component (Fluency) Indication  
(Yes or No) 
Additional 
Comments 
  
The teacher spends at least 15-20 minutes 
daily to teach or model fluent reading to 
his/her students.  
 
  
  
The teacher reads to his/her students in both 
whole and small groups.  
 
  
  
The teacher encourages repeated readings to 
his/her students by reading and rereading the 
same text more than twice. 
 
  
  
The teacher supports his/her students in 
fluency by having them read with other fluent 
readers in the class as well as with audiotapes. 
 
  
  
The teacher makes certain that his/her students 
read texts at their independent reading levels. 
 
  
  
The teacher requires his/her students to use 
their listening center in the classroom to 
enhance their skills in tape-recorded reading.  
 
  
  
The teacher shares with inter-rater/researcher 
that he/she encourages his/her parents to be 
involved with fluency with their own children 
in the home learning environments. 
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APPENDIX E 
Classroom Observational Checklist 
Teacher Name:  
Classroom:  
DAY TWO 
Date Reading Component (Comprehension) Indication  
(Yes or No) 
Additional 
Comments 
  
The teacher builds background knowledge for 
his/her students by telling and discussing with 
them about the topics to be read prior to actual 
daily readings. 
 
  
  
The teacher uses “connection to read-aloud” to 
help his/her students create mental images 
while they are listening to his/her daily 
readings. 
 
  
  
The teacher uses “compare and contrast” to 
help his/her students to make connections of 
new things to be learned from their daily 
readings to what they are already know. 
 
  
  
The teacher teaches his/her students to make 
associations between themselves and the 
settings, authors, illustrators, characters, and 
various events. 
 
  
  
The teacher engages in periodic/brief 
discussions and questions with answers 
throughout the daily readings with his/her 
students in both whole and small groups.  
 
  
  
The teacher teaches his/her students on how to 
summarize their understanding of texts in their 
daily readings by both oral and written 
presentations to whole and small groups within 
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 the class. 
 
 The teacher shares with inter-rater/researcher 
that he/she encourages his/her parents to be 
involved with comprehension with their own 
children in the home learning environments. 
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APPENDIX E 
Classroom Observational Checklist 
Teacher Name:  
Classroom:  
DAY THREE 
Date Reading Component (Phonemic Awareness) Indication  
(Yes or No) 
Additional 
Comments 
  
The teacher teaches his/her students to 
recognize individual sounds in words 
(phoneme isolation). 
  
  
The teacher teaches his/her students to 
recognize common sounds in various words 
(phoneme identity). 
 
  
  
The teacher teaches his/her students to 
recognize words with odd sounds in a 
sequence (phoneme categorization).  
 
  
  
The teacher teaches his/her students to listen to 
separate sounds and combine those sounds to 
make new words (phoneme blending). 
 
  
  
The teacher teaches his/her students to 
separate words into their individual sounds 
(phoneme segmentation).  
 
  
  
The teacher teaches his/her students to add, 
delete, or substitute phonemes to make new 
words (phoneme manipulation).  
 
  
  
The teacher shares with inter-rater/researcher 
that he/she encourages his/her parents to be 
involved with phonemic awareness with their 
own children in the home learning 
environments. 
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APPENDIX E 
Classroom Observational Checklist 
Teacher Name:  
Classroom:  
DAY THREE 
Date Reading Component (Phonics) Indication  
(Yes or No) 
Additional 
Comments 
  
The teacher reviews with his/her students on 
the relationships of letters and sounds.  
 
  
  
The teacher applies letter-sound knowledge 
with his/her students during daily reading 
practice.  
 
  
  
The teacher teaches phonics along with word 
study instruction to his/her students.  
 
  
  
The teacher teaches his/her students to look at 
words and recognize regular patterns and 
similarities.  
 
  
  
The teacher teaches his/her students to be able 
to use word recognition strategies.  
 
  
  
The teacher teaches his/her students 
consonants, short and long vowels, beginning 
and ending diagraphs, various blends, high 
frequency words, silent letters in words, and 
inflectional endings in words.  
 
  
  
The teacher shares with inter-rater/researcher 
that he/she encourages his/her parents to be 
involved with phonics with their own children 
in the home learning environments. 
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APPENDIX E 
Classroom Observational Checklist 
Teacher Name:  
Classroom:  
DAY THREE 
Date Reading Component (Vocabulary) Indication  
(Yes or No) 
Additional 
Comments 
  
The teacher teaches and engages his/her 
students in word learning and meaning of 
words.  
 
  
  
The teacher reads to his/her students after the 
introduction of new words.  
 
  
  
The teacher teaches his/her students to use 
words that they have learned.  
 
  
  
The teacher uses active word walls of various 
subjects to promote vocabulary growth of 
his/her students.  
 
  
  
The teacher teaches his/her students different 
word-attacking strategies to become 
independent word learners.  
 
  
  
The teacher teaches his/her students word 
roots, prefixes, suffixes, word families, letters, 
and words patterns. 
 
  
  
The teacher shares with inter-rater/researcher 
that he/she encourages his/her parents to be 
involved with vocabulary with their own 
children in the home learning environments. 
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APPENDIX E 
Classroom Observational Checklist 
Teacher Name:  
Classroom:  
DAY THREE 
Date Reading Component (Fluency) Indication  
(Yes or No) 
Additional 
Comments 
  
The teacher spends at least 15-20 minutes 
daily to teach or model fluent reading to 
his/her students.  
 
  
  
The teacher reads to his/her students in both 
whole and small groups.  
 
  
  
The teacher encourages repeated readings to 
his/her students by reading and rereading the 
same text more than twice. 
 
  
  
The teacher supports his/her students in 
fluency by having them read with other fluent 
readers in the class as well as with audiotapes. 
 
  
  
The teacher makes certain that his/her students 
read texts at their independent reading levels. 
 
  
  
The teacher requires his/her students to use 
their listening center in the classroom to 
enhance their skills in tape-recorded reading.  
 
  
  
The teacher shares with inter-raters/researcher 
that he/she encourages his/her parents to be 
involved with fluency with their own children 
in the home learning environments. 
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APPENDIX E 
Classroom Observational Checklist 
Teacher Name:  
Classroom:  
DAY THREE 
Date Reading Component (Comprehension) Indication  
(Yes or No) 
Additional 
Comments 
  
The teacher builds background knowledge for 
his/her students by telling and discussing with 
them about the topics to be read prior to actual 
daily readings. 
 
  
  
The teacher uses “connection to read-aloud” to 
help his/her students create mental images 
while they are listening to his/her daily 
readings. 
 
  
  
The teacher uses “compare and contrast” to 
help his/her students to make connections of 
new things to be learned from their daily 
readings to what they are already know. 
 
  
  
The teacher teaches his/her students to make 
associations between themselves and the 
settings, authors, illustrators, characters, and 
various events. 
 
  
  
The teacher engages in periodic/brief 
discussions and questions with answers 
throughout the daily readings with his/her 
students in both whole and small groups.  
 
  
  
The teacher teaches his/her students on how to 
summarize their understanding of texts in their 
daily readings by both oral and written 
presentations to whole and small groups within 
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 the class. 
 
 The teacher shares with inter-rater/researcher 
that he/she encourages his/her parents to be 
involved with comprehension with their own 
children in the home learning environments. 
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APPENDIX E 
Classroom Observational Checklist 
Teacher Name:  
Classroom:  
DAY FOUR 
Date Reading Component (Phonemic Awareness) Indication  
(Yes or No) 
Additional 
Comments 
  
The teacher teaches his/her students to 
recognize individual sounds in words 
(phoneme isolation). 
  
  
The teacher teaches his/her students to 
recognize common sounds in various words 
(phoneme identity). 
 
  
  
The teacher teaches his/her students to 
recognize words with odd sounds in a 
sequence (phoneme categorization).  
 
  
  
The teacher teaches his/her students to listen to 
separate sounds and combine those sounds to 
make new words (phoneme blending). 
 
  
  
The teacher teaches his/her students to 
separate words into their individual sounds 
(phoneme segmentation).  
 
  
  
The teacher teaches his/her students to add, 
delete, or substitute phonemes to make new 
words (phoneme manipulation).  
 
  
  
The teacher shares with inter-rater/researcher 
that he/she encourages his/her parents to be 
involved with phonemic awareness with their 
own children in the home learning 
environments. 
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Classroom Observational Checklist 
Teacher Name:  
Classroom:  
DAY FOUR 
Date Reading Component (Phonics) Indication  
(Yes or No) 
Additional 
Comments 
  
The teacher reviews with his/her students on 
the relationships of letters and sounds.  
 
  
  
The teacher applies letter-sound knowledge 
with his/her students during daily reading 
practice.  
 
  
  
The teacher teaches phonics along with word 
study instruction to his/her students.  
 
  
  
The teacher teaches his/her students to look at 
words and recognize regular patterns and 
similarities.  
 
  
  
The teacher teaches his/her students to be able 
to use word recognition strategies.  
 
  
  
The teacher teaches his/her students 
consonants, short and long vowels, beginning 
and ending diagraphs, various blends, high 
frequency words, silent letters in words, and 
inflectional endings in words.  
 
  
  
The teacher shares with inter-rater/researcher 
that he/she encourages his/her parents to be 
involved with phonics with their own children 
in the home learning environments. 
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APPENDIX E 
Classroom Observational Checklist 
Teacher Name:  
Classroom:  
DAY FOUR 
Date Reading Component (Vocabulary) Indication  
(Yes or No) 
Additional 
Comments 
  
The teacher teaches and engages his/her 
students in word learning and meaning of 
words.  
 
  
  
The teacher reads to his/her students after the 
introduction of new words.  
 
  
  
The teacher teaches his/her students to use 
words that they have learned.  
 
  
  
The teacher uses active word walls of various 
subjects to promote vocabulary growth of 
his/her students.  
 
  
  
The teacher teaches his/her students different 
word-attacking strategies to become 
independent word learners.  
 
  
  
The teacher teaches his/her students word 
roots, prefixes, suffixes, word families, letters, 
and words patterns. 
 
  
  
The teacher shares with inter-rater/researcher 
that he/she encourages his/her parents to be 
involved with vocabulary with their own 
children in the home learning environments. 
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Classroom Observational Checklist 
Teacher Name:  
Classroom:  
DAY FOUR 
Date Reading Component (Fluency) Indication  
(Yes or No) 
Additional 
Comments 
  
The teacher spends at least 15-20 minutes 
daily to teach or model fluent reading to 
his/her students.  
 
  
  
The teacher reads to his/her students in both 
whole and small groups.  
 
  
  
The teacher encourages repeated readings to 
his/her students by reading and rereading the 
same text more than twice. 
 
  
  
The teacher supports his/her students in 
fluency by having them read with other fluent 
readers in the class as well as with audiotapes. 
 
  
  
The teacher makes certain that his/her students 
read texts at their independent reading levels. 
 
  
  
The teacher requires his/her students to use 
their listening center in the classroom to 
enhance their skills in tape-recorded reading.  
 
  
  
The teacher shares with inter-rater/researcher 
that he/she encourages his/her parents to be 
involved with fluency with their own children 
in the home learning environments. 
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Classroom Observational Checklist 
Teacher Name:  
Classroom:  
DAY FOUR 
Date Reading Component (Comprehension) Indication  
(Yes or No) 
Additional 
Comments 
  
The teacher builds background knowledge for 
his/her students by telling and discussing with 
them about the topics to be read prior to actual 
daily readings. 
 
  
  
The teacher uses “connection to read-aloud” to 
help his/her students create mental images 
while they are listening to his/her daily 
readings. 
 
  
  
The teacher uses “compare and contrast” to 
help his/her students to make connections of 
new things to be learned from their daily 
readings to what they are already know. 
 
  
  
The teacher teaches his/her students to make 
associations between themselves and the 
settings, authors, illustrators, characters, and 
various events. 
 
  
  
The teacher engages in periodic/brief 
discussions and questions with answers 
throughout the daily readings with his/her 
students in both whole and small groups.  
 
  
  
The teacher teaches his/her students on how to 
summarize their understanding of texts in their 
daily readings by both oral and written 
presentations to whole and small groups within 
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 the class. 
 
 The teacher shares with inter-rater/researcher 
that he/she encourages his/her parents to be 
involved with comprehension with their own 
children in the home learning environments. 
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Classroom Observational Checklist 
Teacher Name:  
Classroom:  
DAY FIVE 
Date Reading Component (Phonemic Awareness) Indication  
(Yes or No) 
Additional 
Comments 
  
The teacher teaches his/her students to 
recognize individual sounds in words 
(phoneme isolation). 
  
  
The teacher teaches his/her students to 
recognize common sounds in various words 
(phoneme identity). 
 
  
  
The teacher teaches his/her students to 
recognize words with odd sounds in a 
sequence (phoneme categorization).  
 
  
  
The teacher teaches his/her students to listen to 
separate sounds and combine those sounds to 
make new words (phoneme blending). 
 
  
  
The teacher teaches his/her students to 
separate words into their individual sounds 
(phoneme segmentation).  
 
  
  
The teacher teaches his/her students to add, 
delete, or substitute phonemes to make new 
words (phoneme manipulation).  
 
  
  
The teacher shares with inter-rater/researcher 
that he/she encourages his/her parents to be 
involved with phonemic awareness with their 
own children in the home learning 
environments. 
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Classroom Observational Checklist 
Teacher Name:  
Classroom:  
DAY FIVE 
Date Reading Component (Phonics) Indication  
(Yes or No) 
Additional 
Comments 
  
The teacher reviews with his/her students on 
the relationships of letters and sounds.  
 
  
  
The teacher applies letter-sound knowledge 
with his/her students during daily reading 
practice.  
 
  
  
The teacher teaches phonics along with word 
study instruction to his/her students.  
 
  
  
The teacher teaches his/her students to look at 
words and recognize regular patterns and 
similarities.  
 
  
  
The teacher teaches his/her students to be able 
to use word recognition strategies.  
 
  
  
The teacher teaches his/her students 
consonants, short and long vowels, beginning 
and ending diagraphs, various blends, high 
frequency words, silent letters in words, and 
inflectional endings in words.  
 
  
  
The teacher shares with inter-rater/researcher 
that he/she encourages his/her parents to be 
involved with phonics with their own children 
in the home learning environments. 
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APPENDIX E 
Classroom Observational Checklist 
Teacher Name:  
Classroom:  
DAY FIVE 
Date Reading Component (Vocabulary) Indication  
(Yes or No) 
Additional 
Comments 
  
The teacher teaches and engages his/her 
students in word learning and meaning of 
words.  
 
  
  
The teacher reads to his/her students after the 
introduction of new words.  
 
  
  
The teacher teaches his/her students to use 
words that they have learned.  
 
  
  
The teacher uses active word walls of various 
subjects to promote vocabulary growth of 
his/her students.  
 
  
  
The teacher teaches his/her students different 
word-attacking strategies to become 
independent word learners.  
 
  
  
The teacher teaches his/her students word 
roots, prefixes, suffixes, word families, letters, 
and words patterns. 
 
  
  
The teacher shares with inter-rater/researcher 
that he/she encourages his/her parents to be 
involved with vocabulary with their own 
children in the home learning environments. 
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APPENDIX E 
Classroom Observational Checklist 
Teacher Name:  
Classroom:  
DAY FIVE 
Date Reading Component (Fluency) Indication  
(Yes or No) 
Additional 
Comments 
  
The teacher spends at least 15-20 minutes 
daily to teach or model fluent reading to 
his/her students.  
 
  
  
The teacher reads to his/her students in both 
whole and small groups.  
 
  
  
The teacher encourages repeated readings to 
his/her students by reading and rereading the 
same text more than twice. 
 
  
  
The teacher supports his/her students in 
fluency by having them read with other fluent 
readers in the class as well as with audiotapes. 
 
  
  
The teacher makes certain that his/her students 
read texts at their independent reading levels. 
 
  
  
The teacher requires his/her students to use 
their listening center in the classroom to 
enhance their skills in tape-recorded reading.  
 
  
  
The teacher shares with inter-rater/researcher 
that he/she encourages his/her parents to be 
involved with fluency with their own children 
in the home learning environments. 
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APPENDIX E 
Classroom Observational Checklist 
Teacher Name:  
Classroom:  
DAY FIVE 
Date Reading Component (Comprehension) Indication  
(Yes or No) 
Additional 
Comments 
  
The teacher builds background knowledge for 
his/her students by telling and discussing with 
them about the topics to be read prior to actual 
daily readings. 
 
  
  
The teacher uses “connection to read-aloud” to 
help his/her students create mental images 
while they are listening to his/her daily 
readings. 
 
  
  
The teacher uses “compare and contrast” to 
help his/her students to make connections of 
new things to be learned from their daily 
readings to what they are already know. 
 
  
  
The teacher teaches his/her students to make 
associations between themselves and the 
settings, authors, illustrators, characters, and 
various events. 
 
  
  
The teacher engages in periodic/brief 
discussions and questions with answers 
throughout the daily readings with his/her 
students in both whole and small groups.  
 
  
  
The teacher teaches his/her students on how to 
summarize their understanding of texts in their 
daily readings by both oral and written 
presentations to whole and small groups within 
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 the class. 
 
 The teacher shares with inter-rater/researcher 
that he/she encourages his/her parents to be 
involved with comprehension with their own 
children in the home learning environments. 
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APPENDIX F 
LETTER TO FIRST GRADE TEACHERS 
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APPENDIX F 
October 17, 2012 
 
First Grade Teachers 
Clark County School District, Nevada 
Dear Sir or Madam:   
My name is Neal Nghia Nguyen and I am currently a Ph.D. candidate and a Visiting 
Lecturer in the Department of Educational and Clinical Studies at the University of 
Nevada Las Vegas (UNLV). I have completed all doctoral course work as well as 
successfully passed my doctoral comprehensive exam. I am in the process of working on 
my dissertation as a culminating research project to fulfill the final requirement of my 
Ph.D. program of studies.  
You are invited to participate in this survey because you meet the following criteria: You 
are a first grade teacher who is currently teaching first grade classroom during the 2012-
2013 academic school years in Clark County School District, Nevada. There may not be 
direct benefits to you as a participant. However, the results of this study could serve as a 
guideline for current and prospective first grade teachers to acknowledge and strengthen 
their literacy concepts as well as reading instructional planning and delivery of the Big 
Five Ideas (phonemic awareness, phonics, vocabulary, fluency, and comprehension) in 
reading on a daily basis.  
In addition, based upon the results of this study, the involved researchers intend to 
continue to develop systematic and easy-to-use reading checklists and parent-teacher 
communication logs to be used by both classroom teachers and parents on a weekly basis 
with any existing reading curriculum in public schools. The questionnaire part of this 
study will take approximately 30-45 minutes of your time. The qualitative part of this 
study (for those of you who agree to participate in the last item of the questionnaire (item 
78) of the questionnaire) will be approximately1-1 ½ hours for the 5-days classroom 
observations. 
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I sincerely appreciate your consideration and willingness to assist me during this process. 
Should you have any questions or concerns, please do not hesitate to contact me at your 
convenience. Thanks again for your time and assistance.  
Sincerely,  
Neal Nghia Nguyen, Ph.D. Candidate 
The University of Nevada Las Vegas 
College of Education 
Department of Educational and Clinical Studies 
Office: CEB 110/Office Phone: 702-895-3185/Cell Phone: 951-823-9376 
Email: nnguyen@unlv.nevada.edu 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
240 
 
APPENDIX G 
LETTER TO SCHOOL PRINCIPALS 
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APPENDIX G 
October 17, 2012 
 
Principals of Clark County School District, Nevada 
Dear Sir or Madam:   
My name is Neal Nghia Nguyen and I am currently a Ph.D. candidate and a Visiting 
Lecturer in the Department of Educational and Clinical Studies at the University of 
Nevada Las Vegas (UNLV). I have completed all doctoral course work as well as 
successfully passed my doctoral comprehensive exam. I am in the process of working on 
my dissertation as a culminating research project to fulfill the final requirement of my 
Ph.D. program of studies.  
You are requested to assist in this study because you meet the following criteria: You are 
a principal who is currently an administrator during the 2012-2013 academic school years 
in Clark County School District, Nevada. I have sent out emails (letter of introduction of 
the study) to all selected 780 first grade teachers in CCSD. With your willingness and 
permission, please encourage your first grade teachers to participate in this study.  
There may not be direct benefits to you. However, the results of this study could serve as 
a guideline for current and prospective first grade teachers to acknowledge and strengthen 
their literacy concepts as well as reading instructional planning and delivery of the Big 
Five Ideas (phonemic awareness, phonics, vocabulary, fluency, and comprehension) in 
reading on a daily basis. In addition, based upon the results of this study, the involved 
researchers intend to continue to develop systematic and easy-to-use reading checklists 
and parent-teacher communication logs to be used by both classroom teachers and 
parents on a weekly basis with any existing reading curriculum in public schools.  
I sincerely appreciate your consideration and willingness to assist me during this process. 
I am looking forward to hearing from you as soon as you can. Should you have any 
questions or concerns, please do not hesitate to contact me at your convenience. Thanks 
again for your time and assistance.  
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Sincerely,  
Neal Nghia Nguyen, Ph.D. Candidate 
The University of Nevada Las Vegas 
College of Education 
Department of Educational and Clinical Studies 
Office: CEB 110/Office Phone: 702-895-3185/Cell Phone: 951-823-9376 
Email: nnguyen@unlv.nevada.edu 
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TEACHER CONFIRMATION OF OBSERVATION 
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APPENDIX H 
EXEMPT RESEARCH STUDY 
TEACHER CONFIRMATION OF THE OBSERVATIONAL PART OF THE 
STUDY 
 Department of Educational and Clinical Studies 
    
TITLE OF STUDY: First Grade Teachers’ Perceptions of the Five Strands of Effective 
Reading Instruction and Their Possible Influence on Daily Instructional Practices.  
INVESTIGATOR(S) AND CONTACT PHONE NUMBER: Dr. Jeffrey Gelfer, 
Principal Investigator and Neal Nghia Nguyen, Doctoral Student Researcher 
Dr. Jeffrey Gelfer 702-895-1327 and Neal Nghia Nguyen 702-895-3185 
    
 
The purpose of this study is to examine first grade teachers’ perceptions of their literacy 
knowledge of the Big Five Ideas in reading (phonemic awareness, phonics, vocabulary, 
fluency, and comprehension) and the possibility of their influence on actual daily 
instructional practices.  
 
You are being asked to participate in this observational part of the study because you 
meet the following criteria: You are a first grade teacher who is currently teaching in first 
grade classroom during the 2012-2013 academic school years in Clark County School 
District, Nevada and you have indicated and agreed to participate in this observational 
part of item 78 in the questionnaire part of the study.  
 
If you confirm to participate in this part of the study, you will be asked to be part of the 
qualitative (5-days classroom observation/1-1 ½ hours per day) portion of the study. This 
part of the study includes only minimal risks. You will not be compensated for your time. 
Your assistance is greatly appreciated by all research team members.   
 
For questions regarding the rights of research subjects, any complaints or comments 
regarding the manner in which the study is being conducted you may contact the UNLV 
Office of Research Integrity – Human Subjects at 702-895-2794, toll free at 877-895-
2794, or via email at IRB@unlv.edu. Your participation in this study is voluntary. You 
may withdraw at any time.  You are encouraged to ask questions about this study at the 
beginning or any time during the research study.  
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Participant Consent: 
 
I have read the above information and agree to participate in this observational part of the 
study.  I am at least 18 years of age.  A copy of this form has been given to me. 
 
 
Print Name and Signature of Participant                                                                     Date 
 
Participant Note: Please do not sign this document if the Approval Stamp is 
missing or is expired. 
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